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Abstract  
 
This thesis shifts the traditional emphasis  around academic writing and writing development 
from students¶VKRUWFRPLQJVDVZULWHUVWRDQ exploration of an under-researched aspect of the 
debate, QDPHO\OHFWXUHUV¶SHUVSHFWLYHVof academic writing (their own and students).  It draws 
on a New Literacy Studies (NLS) approach that locates academic writing and writing 
development in higher education, within a critical and situated theory of practice. The research 
is located within a postmodern, post-structural paradigm and involves a deliberate 
deconstruction of methodologies involved in traditional qualitative research (Stronach and 
MacLure, 1997).  )RXFDXOW¶V  FRQFHSW RI µGLVFLSOLQDU\ SRZHU¶, /DWKHU¶s suspicion of 
scientism (1986) and the work of feminist theorists like Pillow (2000), and Richardson (1997) 
are used to challenge traditional notions around qualitative research.   Post-qualitative research 
methods and ideas (St. Pierre, 2011) are used to deterritorialise and reterritorialise traditional 
qualitative methodologies, with forms and ideas that speak in new ways about qualitative 
research practices and how researchers might handle qualitative data differently.  LHFWXUHUV¶
statements in the research setting are used to explore dominant epistemes and discourses 
circulating around academic writing practices. The thesis proposes that lecturers and students 
are engaged in an inherently tense and problematic relationship around academic writing, 
described by Baynham and Prinsloo (2008) as a process of cRQVWDQW µUHFRQWH[WXDOLVDWLRQ¶
Alongside the statements from research participants, autoethnography passages appear 
throughout the thesis (Ellis and Bochner, 2000). These passages reflect the multiplicity of 
relational and dynamic discourses that inform academic writing practices in higher education. 
The assemblages and imaginaries offered in the final chapter are exercises in educational 
philosophy and reflection. They represent an attempt to write out/up/through my own 
subjectivity and respond to the  statements made by the research participants which reflected 
how they  lived, thought  and worked with academic writing practices in higher education.   
(294)  
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Chapter 1: Why through a Glass Darkly? 
 
Prologue 
 
For now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face: now I know in part; 
but then shall I know even as also I am known.  
(Corinthians 13:12, King James Version) 
 
It is important to state, not as an apology, that this introductory chapter is deliberately 
messy and bitty.  It aims to orientate the general approach and structure of the thesis 
that is rather nomadic and not always perfectly linear.  The structure of the early 
chapters reflects the different theoretical and methodological orientations informing 
my research journey, whilst the final three comprise a working out of those orientations.  
 
,KDYHFKRVHQWKHµ«WKURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶TXRWHDERYHDVDSDUWRIWKH title of this 
thesis because it offers a suitably enigmatic and rhizomatic leitmotif, which I employ 
throughout the thesis.  The quote above is important to me because it offers multiple 
entry points into ideas about academic writing practices that I explore in the chapters 
that follow.  I chose it long before I had ever heard of a rhizome or post-qualitative 
research, and I had no idea that the quote was biblical in origin.  I must have heard it 
somewhere and it stuck in my mind, an earworm, or refrain waiting for its moment. I 
chose it for the thesis because it so eloquently, yet in such an indefinable way, expresses 
what I feel about research into academic writing practices.  Itself a translation, it 
resonates beyond its original biblical context, indeed various versions of it exist in 
different religious texts.  It is ancient, and yet curiously timeless, as countless uses of it 
in poems, novels, plays, films and art can attest.  It is most commonly w used to invoke 
or draw attention to the ineffable, the troubled, the distorted and the perplexing nature 
of things.  
 
In particular, thinking about µ«WKURXJK D JODVV GDUNO\¶ KDV KHOSHG PH WR
deterritorialise and reterritorialise the limits of my own perceptions of academic 
writing. Through it, I have been able to µdemap¶ myself out of old ways of thinking 
about academic writing practices, subsequently; new ways of thinking have found their 
&"
way in.  The phrase has kept me thinking about the difficulty and undesirability of fixing 
ideas about academic writing and writing practices and how they might be the subject 
of qualitative research.  It gestures to the complexity of my chosen subject and the 
methodological approach I eventually settled on to research it.  Ultimately, seeing 
µWKURXJK D JODVV GDUNO\¶ FDn be viewed as a metaphor for anything, God, or the 
meaning of perception itself?   
 
I  felt it was appropriate to begin this whole (ad)venture, with a number of  writing 
exercises which attempt to reflect how the phrase µ«WKURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶reflects, 
in my opinion, ZULWLQJ¶V HVVHQWLDO indefinability and mutability,  as these are key 
concepts underpinning the discussion of academic writing practices which follow. Over 
the next few pages I deploy three different writing practices, namely critical discourse 
analysis, a treatment of the phrase as form of Deleuzean refrain, and poesies. These 
forms of writing help me to articulate my feelings about researching dominant 
academic writing practices, whilst engaged in producing a dominant academic writing 
practice of my own.  That is, they intentionally signal my intention to remain subjective 
and emotionally engaged with my research, as an integral heuristic of the doctoral 
process.  
 
1.1 L inguistic Analysis 
 
The opening exhortation µ)RU now we see¶ is rich with ambiguity. Most obviously the phrase 
concerns itself with two fundamentally human actions, µVHHLQJ¶ DQGµNQRZLQJ¶  However, the 
µVHHLQJ¶ DQGµNQRZLQJ¶ being referred to are mysterious; neither is defined and their use draws 
attention to the many different possible/potential meanings, both abstract and concrete, that sit 
behind them.   
 
Seeing  
It is not clear if we are meant to be just seeing whatever it is there is to see, literally, as in to 
µperceive ZLWKWKHH\HVGLVFHUQYLVXDOO\¶(Oxford Educational Dictionary, 2012).  Additionally 
there is a more figurative use of µto VHH¶ DV LQ µH[SHULHQFH DQ HYHQW RU VLWXDWLRQ¶ (Oxford 
Educational Dictionary, 2012). This reflects my belief that academic writing practices cannot 
ever be simply seen (identified) or known (understood); rather they are always informed by 
'"
many possible/potential meanings that multiply the more one attempts to illustrate how 
individuals experience them.   
 
µ6HH¶can also be used to indicate that one can µGHGXFH¶ meaning or understanding DVLQµI see 
what you mean¶). The temporality of the phrase µQRZZHVHH¶ in the quote suggests that the 
subject WKHµ,¶) in µthrough a glass darkly¶has moved from a state of not being able to see, or 
deduce meaning from phenomena, to seeing, or deducing meaning when previously s/he could 
not.  I experienced this process of change as a consequence of working on the thesis. For 
example, ,QRZµVHH¶DFDGHPLFZriting in ways that I did not (could not?) before. Moreover, I 
feel that I am now able to deduce, that is make meaning out of, my feelings and thoughts on 
the subject of academic writing practices differently, because I now see them differently.  My 
gaze has altered or shifted; perhaps I now see as a researcher/practitioner rather than just as a 
practitioner.   
 
More emphatically, µVHH¶FDQEHXVHGWRµascertain or express comprehension, agreement, or 
continued attention¶(Oxford Educational Dictionary, 2012), in which instance, µQRZZHVHH¶ 
can be construed as, µlook, now we are SD\LQJDWWHQWLRQ¶.  This reflects the idea that in this 
thesis, that  I am very consciously paying or drawing attention to academic writing practices in 
a way that was not possible (for me at least) before, because previously, such practices appeared 
so commonplace, so natural, so taken-for-granted, that they had become invisible.  
 
The symbolic and practical importance of academic writing may be a constant presence, a 
GHILQLWHµVRPHWKLQJ¶, in higher education, which I suggest is often occluded or obscured by the 
darkness that shrouds it.  In this sense, the adverb µGDUNO\¶ specifically functions as a metonym 
for that which is unknown, and unknowable, or as an antonym for µclearly¶.  One can look into 
darkness, EXWRQO\VHHµGDUNO\¶3DUDGR[LFDOO\, in doing so one creates a situation where one 
can only see that which cannot be clearly seen. Looking in to the dark one only knows that one 
can see nothing, or at best something very indistinctly (darkly).  This is often how I felt about 
µORRNLQJ DW¶ academic writing practices, as so often they were µKLGGHQ LQ SODLQ VLJKW¶, as 
practices.  As I discuss in Chapter 3, whilst it may be easy to identify/name  certain technical 
characteristics of writing (such as spelling and grammar) as correct; identifying exactly how 
and why certain academic writing practices in higher education  are constructed and maintained 
DVµJRRGSUDFWLFH¶ can prove more difficult to define.  When writing up the thesis, I often found 
I had to be content to embrace meanings or understandings that were indistinct, difficult to 
("
make out or establish.   Darkness RUµVHHLQJGDUNO\¶LV in this way worked as a metaphor for the 
uncertainty I experienced during my research into academic writing practices. Simultaneously, 
WKHLGHDRIµVHHLQJGDUNO\¶also reminds me of the endless possibilities in research for new ideas 
and concepts to emerge.  
 
The oxymoronic juxtaposition of glass/darkly is key to the ineffable power of the phrase and 
its relevance to the thesis. Its paradox, like the paradox presented by academic writing 
practices, cannot be dissolved. One sees through glass, yet what one sees can be distorted.  Hold 
the glass up, move it, look through it from different angles and objects will loom into view or 
recede. What one sees and how one sees does not stay the same.  One will always see 
µsomething¶, but not always clearly. Is that frustrating or does it make the process of looking 
more interesting?  The glass mediates looking, it is a shield between the individual and what 
s/he is looking at; it may protect, but it may also screen material out, removing the observer 
from the action.  Moreover, is looking the same as seeing or knowing?  Is what one sees all 
there is?   I raise these questions later on in Chapters 6 and 7 when I look at the data I have 
collected and consider the conclusions I feel I can draw, or not, from them.  Seeing, therefore, 
is, complicated and complicating. 
 
Knowing   
Seeing can also µHPSKDVLVH WKDW DQ HDUOLHU SUHGLFWLRQ ZDV FRUUHFW¶ (Oxford Educational 
Dictionary, 2012) as in, µnow I see what you mean¶.  This flags up the ways in which seeing 
DQGNQRZLQJFDQEHV\QRQ\PLFLQWKHVHQVHRIµQRZZHVHH¶meaning VLPXOWDQHRXVO\µQRZ
ZH XQGHUVWDQG¶ However, seeing and knowing can also be experienced separately. For 
H[DPSOHDNH\LGHDLQWKLVWKHVLVLVWKDWZKLOVWOHFWXUHUVDUHDEOHWRµVHH¶RUUHFRJQLVHDSLHFH
of academic writing, they often do not know, or fully understand, how exactly academic writing 
can be differentiated from other forms of writing. This disjunction between seeing and knowing 
is created in this instance by those implicit assumptions informing dominant discourses about  
good academic writing in higher education which are explored in Chapters 3, 4 and 5.   
 
Alternatively in the use of µwe see¶ DQGµ,NQRZ¶ the phrase sets up an interesting linguistic 
tension in that the act of seeing is presented as collective, whereas the act of knowing is 
singular. Does this imply that the subject of the phrase (µ,NQRZ¶, that is, me, the researcher ) 
is uniquely privy to special knowledge which has changed the nature of my seeing so, that I 
am  in a position to see the same thing as everyone else, µwe VHH¶), EXWWRµknow¶ it in different 
)"
individualised ways.  If so then the thesis is the medium by which I share and disseminate this 
new way of seeing. Is this, I wonder, µWKHXQLTXHFRQWULEXWLRQWRNQRZOHGJH¶RIWKLV3K'LWV
essential PhDness? 
 
The phrase µIDFHWR IDFH¶ could mean that nothing is straightforward.  For example, surface 
encounters with the materiality of phenomena (like research data) may reveal nothing or 
anything2QHFDQORRNDWµWKLQJV¶ (like essays?) describe them, judge them and interact with 
WKHPRYHUDQGRYHUDQGVWLOOQRWEHDEOHWRµNQRZ¶FRPSOHWHO\ZKDWWKH\PHDQ RUKRZµJRRG¶
they are in any empirical sense.  In short, the meaning of things remains elusive; one can only 
µknow LQSDUW¶, the rest is unknowable. This, as Chapter 6 and 7 delineate, is essentially the 
ontological position taken in the thesis with regard to the interpretation of participants¶ 
accounts of their experiences of academic writing practices in higher education.  
 
Time  
In temporal terms the phrase is dense and liminal as it references itself to undefined events 
pertaining before and after its utterance; as such it exists, as does the whole thesis,  in a liminal 
space between µQRZ¶and µWKHQ¶ 
 
µFor now ZHVHH¶ is anaphoric, referring to a time before or outside the phrase suggesting a 
time/space that reflects DSDUDGLJPDWLFVKLIW µNow¶µ,ZH¶ see academic writing practices in 
higher education differently. Recognising that perceptionsWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VDQGWKHresearched,  
acquired through the research process can, and do, change, helps make clear that social realities 
are contingent.  This means that one can argue, as I do in this thesis, that what one µILQds RXW¶
LQRQH¶VUHVHDUFKUHDOO\ depends on how one sees what one is researching at any given time.  
Reflection is obviously a key research concept that draws on the temporal nature of seeing and 
knowing, for as we reflect (look back in time) we may see and know things differently (if 
darkly).  Perhaps, at various times during the research journey one may conclude, as I did in 
Chapter 2, that one was not looking in the right place, or for the right thing or that one was 
even looking for something that was not there, LQP\FDVHµEHVWSUDFWLFH¶LQDFDGHPLFwriting.   
 
Ontology 
2QWRORJLFDOO\µWKHQVKDOO,NQRZHYHQDVDOVR,DPNQRZQ¶ gestures towards postmodern notions 
of multiple and constructed identity(ies), ZKHUHWKHµ,¶LGHQWLW\LHVRIWKHVXEMHFWFDQQRWEH
LVRODWHGIURPWKHµ,¶LGHQWLW\LHVWKDW is/are known or  constructed by others,  µ,DPNQRZQ¶).  
*"
As Deleuze and Guattari, in A Thousand Plateaus, VWDWHµWKH2QHDQGWKHPXOWLSOHFDQQRWEH
GLYLGHG¶ 1987, p.21). This idea of multiple identities, including identities assumed by the 
researcher and researched at any given time/place, is part of my assumed ontological position 
as a post-qualitative researcher.  I construct, and am constructed, through the development of 
a researcher identity, just as my research creates µresearched identities¶ out of my SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
responses.  
 
The phrase, µWKHQVKDOO,NQRZ¶ also looks forward to a changed ontology or state of being, 
which brings with it new kinds of identity (ies).  This uses of µWKHQ¶ references the Heideggian 
(1953) FRQFHSW RI µWKURZQQHVV¶" (Geworfenheit) which refers to a constant  future state of 
being/knowing that can be willed or constructed into existence, µWKHQ¶ UDWKHUWKDQµQRZ¶.   This 
concept reflects my chosen methodological position, which, as Chapter 2 illustrates, took a 
long time to develop.  Its detailed articulation in Chapter 6, underpins my central premise that 
any knowledge gained through qualitative research is situated and contingent, mutable and 
plastic, never definitive or fixed.  
 
1.2 The Deleuzean Ritournelle or Refrain (from 1837: O f the refrain: Plateau 11: 
Deleuze and Guattari, One Thousand Plateaus. 1987) 
 
Glossary 
Ritournelle/ Refrain ± For now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face: Now I 
know in part; but then shall I know even as also I am known 
Milieu ± 'a block of space-WLPH¶WKHSHULRGVSHQWZULWLQJWKLVPhD  
Territories ±academic writing practices, qualitative educational research methodologies   
Assemblage ± the thesis/ the field of qualitative educational research/myself as a researcher 
 
I have moved a long way from my earliest attempts at research into academic writing, which 
are detailed in Chapter 2, through to the tentative assemblage constructed in Chapter 8. This 
research journey could be characterised as a journey µIURPFKDRVWRWKHWKUHVKROGRIDWHUULWRULDO
DVVHPEODJH¶'eleuze and Guattari, 1987, p.312).  The refrain µWKURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶ has 
emerged as a way of  expressing  and re-expressing, negotiating  and re-negotiating, how I am 
+"
trying to mark out new territories that relate to academic writing practices and educational 
qualitative research in my research journey.  
 
,QPDNLQJWKLVMRXUQH\,KDYHFRPHWRUHJDUGµfor now we see through a glass darkly«¶DVD
form of Deleuzean refrain.  Deleuze and Guattari  in  their book A Thousand Plateaus (1987) 
describe WKHLU FRQFHSW RI WKH µrefrain¶ RU ritournelle as creative and generative, rather than 
representative, primarily because it embodies moments of stability that emerge out of the chaos 
of  experiential and theoretical struggle. They write: 
 
The refrain has [«] three aspects, it makes them simultaneous or mixes them: 
sometimes, sometimes. Sometimes chaos is an immense black hole in which one 
endeavours to fix a fragile point as a centre. Sometimes one organizes around that 
SRLQWDFDOPDQGVWDEOH³SODFH´UDWKHUWKDQDIRUPWKDWEODFNKROHKDVEHFRPHD
home. Sometimes one grafts onto that place a breakaway from the black hole 
(Deleuze and Guattari, 1987, p.312). 
 
This thesis treats academic writing practices as a form of chaos or  rhizomatic muddle, mess or 
µHQWDQJOHPHQW¶ %DUDG ZKLFK DUH SDUW RI WKH OLYHG DQG SURIHVVLRQDO experiences of 
higher education lecturers.   %\KHOSLQJPHµIL[DIUDJLOHSRLQW¶DQG WKHQµRUJDQLVHDURXQGWKDW
SRLQW¶ within the chaos/muddle/mix/entanglement that represent the µblack hole¶ of my 
research terrain, the refrain has also paradoxically helped to set my thoughts free. By embracing 
it I have been able to move out IURPWKHµEODFNKROH¶FUHDWLQJ Deleuzean µOLQHVRIIOLJKW¶WKDW 
have opened up more rhizomic connections within the milieu of my research. Deleuze and 
Guattari (1987) discuss how refrains can aid the researcher as they help navigate the various 
milieus and territories encountered on their research journey. The refrain embodies, like 
5LFKDUGVRQ¶V (1994) PHWDSKRU RI µFU\VWDOOLVDWLRQ¶ D PRPHQW RI XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RU VHFXUity 
(which is of course neither clear nor secure) because it holds or organises, albeit momentarily, 
disparate elements or phenomena which are constantly collapsing and reconfiguring.  
 
The idea of the refrain or ritournelle is a difficult but integral concept in this thesis, not least 
because it GHVFULEHVKRZµfor now I VHH WKURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶ has functioned as a useful 
metaphor for my research journey through milieus and territories which refer to the literature 
or body of thought already extant in academia already concerned with the practices and theories 
of academic writing practices and qualitative educational research methodologies. As Deleuze 
explains:  
,"
 
[«] the ritournelle (refrain), for me, is absolutely linked to the problem of territory, 
and of processes of entrance or exit of the territory, meaning to the problem of 
deterritorialisation. I enter in my territory, I try, or I deterritorialise myself, meaning I 
leave my territory [...] (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987, p.312). 
 
Treated as a refrain, µWKURXJK a glass GDUNO\¶ has connected my nomadic wanderings through 
various different territories within the milieu of this research as it reflects: 
 
[«] motifs and counterpoints that express the relation of the [research] territory to 
interior impXOVHVRUH[WHULRUFLUFXPVWDQFHV>«@ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987, p.318) 
 
For example, whilst moving between and beyond RWKHUSHRSOH¶VUHVHDUFK to territorialise and 
deterritorialise my own ideas and theories, I have used the refrain to help articulate and 
exemplify the idea that more reading and thinking about a subject does not necessarily lead to 
greater clarity or certainty about it (which is not the same as not having anything important or 
useful to say about it).    The functionality, or usefulness of the µthrough a glass GDUNO\¶ refrain, 
is related to its ability to expresses something of the indefinability about the terrain over which 
I, as a researcher into academic writing practices, have travelled.  Lastly, it has also helped 
create spaces for new ways of thinking  about academic writing and qualitative research in 
education that have led the way to completely new territories and other milieus, which may in 
time form the basis for research projects that I might undertake in the future. 
  
-"
1.3 Poesis   
 
µFor now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face: now I know in part; 
EXWWKHQVKDOO,NQRZHYHQDVDOVR,DPNQRZQ¶ 
 
In darkness  
Making maps 
Getting lost on purpose  
Searching  
Speaking in and through 
Glass  
A vacant receptacle   
Never full                         Data not  
liquid made solid 
Resisting transparency  
Preferring  
flattened opacity  
Esoptron  
a mirror or a lens 
Showing and revealing  
lack of substance   
Subject to breakages                
Matter  
Fragile yet solid  
Mysterious unknown    A dark corner 
Resisting  
Refusing to shed light  
Obscure /opaque  
Liminal 
The space between  
Incidental  
A dark scowl  
Secret  
meanings  
Lacking enlightenment      Dark humour 
Making light of extremes  
Transgressive  
Skeptical 
Disturbing  
Discomforted  
Dark refrains  
deep in richness  
language  
full verlarised/valourised  
Like plisse,  
this thesis is 
permanently wrinkled. 
%."
1.4 Outline of Thesis  
 
The context of this research is, in many ways, mundane, principally because it concerns itself 
with aspects of the core day-to-day work of many lecturers in higher education, irrespective of 
their discipline. Mediated through the prism of a post-qualitative, flattened ontology, the thesis 
offers a critique of the dominant discourses informing everyday practices and interactions with 
regard to OHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIacademic writing practices in higher education.  It also takes 
account of associated issues, such as the quality and standards debate in academia, professional 
academic identities, the status and significance of academic journal writing, and post-doctoral 
academic scholarship.  In doing so it sets out to disturb, to problematise, dominant academic 
writing practices in higher education and traditional qualitative educational research 
methodologies, and to deconstruct and critique them both as an act of theoretical resistance.  
Foucault (1988) asserted that: 
 
[«] critique is not a matter of saying that things are not right as they are.  It is a matter 
of pointing out what kinds of assumptions, what kinds of familiar, unchallenged and 
unconsidered modes of thought the practicalities that we accept rest on [«] (pp. 154-
155) 
 
I deploy four key theoretical figures, Foucault, Bourdieu, Deleuze and Guattari in the thesis to 
theorise and critique WKH µWDNHQ IRUJUDQWHGQHVV¶ RIGRPLQDQW academic writing practices in 
higher education. Foucault provides a framework for discussing the economy of power 
relations that characterise academic writing practices in higher education.  His concepts of 
µarchaeology¶ and µgenealogy¶, which are discussed at length in Chapter 6, provide valuable 
tools for deconstructing the development of dominant discourses about academic writing in the 
Academy.  I adapt  %RXUGLHX¶VFRQFHSWRIKDELWXVWRH[SORUHWKHLPSRUWDQFHRI individuals¶
personal writing histories in Chapter 7, where I use them to explore how  different experiences 
of academic writing in hiJKHU HGXFDWLRQ VKDSH OHFWXUHUV¶ professional writing identities in 
various and complicating ways.  The work of Deleuze and GuattariVSHFLILFDOO\WKHLUERRNµA 
Thousand Plateaus¶, has provided an over-arching philosophy for the thesis with its compelling 
alternative metaphor for conceptual thinking, the rhizome, references to which appear 
throughout the thesis.  Rhizomic models endlessly multiply meanings and ceaselessly make 
connections. These notions of connectedness and multiplicity are central to the question that 
lies at the heart to the thesis, namely, the queVWLRQµZKDWLVDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ?¶   
%%"
This, however, is a question that the thesis fails to answer. At best it signals up (through the 
dark?) some ways for thinking about academic writing practices using a form of post-
qualitative research which seeks to expand established educational precepts and research 
boundaries. Clearly there are practical implications for a thesis that takes this position. 
 
My position as an insider researcher means I am, like my participants, engaged on a day-to-
day basis with academic writing practices in higher education.  I was fully immersed in the 
research setting as it was my workplace, researching it therefore would always have been 
autobiographical to some extent.  However, I have used autoethnography throughout the thesis 
(often using it to open and/or close chapters)  in order to  present an analysis of my own feelings 
about the academic writing practices involved in researching and writing up the thesis,  and the 
different writing identities or sense of self that they have opened up for me.  As Geertz (1988) 
VXJJHVWVLQGRLQJVR,DPHQJDJHGLQDFWLYHµWH[WEXLOGLQJ¶DVDµZLWQHVV¶WRWKHPDWHULDOWKDW,
have assembled through the research process.  I am also keen to explore how conducting the 
research was an intensely personal process that involved and changed me on many different 
levels.   
 
I am aware of the pressures exerted on my constructed  research self  or identity by the authority 
of the academic PhD form I am engaged in producing, and its potential to subjugate that 
research self should it become too free-wheeling.  For this reason, the autoenthnographic 
musings of a more liberated research self have literally been set outside the margins of the 
µUHDO¶UHVHDUFKZULWLQJ  Physically they are indented and differentiated by the use of italics. 
7KLVµVHWWLQJDVLGH¶suggests an uncertainty about whether they should be seen differently.  For 
example, one might argue that their place is provisional, they could be taken out and no-one 
would notice.  Indeed, removing them might be perceived as the safer option.  
 
However, I have chosen to keep autoethnography as a way of highlighting  my subjectivity and 
setting it within the thesis, alongside the many subjectivities of my research participants.  This 
is important as it recognises that:   
 
I am part of the history I seek to rework, situated within it in complicated ways (Ball, 
2013, p.88) 
"
%&"
Through each autoethnography section I chart the development of not only a deeper theoretical 
understanding and appreciation of the research subject, participants and setting, but of myself 
as a researcher.  Autoethnography is a hybrid or blurred genre that helps to break down bounded 
spaces, texts and discourses, allowing new spaces and possibilities for discourse to emerge.  In 
particular it suits the onto-epistemological approach of this study which, as much as anything, 
is about my own induction or socialisation into dominant post-graduate writing practices, and 
my attempts to write reflexively about the (de)constructing and resisting of those practices.  I 
am very conscious of the tensions and contradictions that are inherent in being an academic 
researcher writing about academic writing practices. As a way of acknowledging those 
tensions, I aPLQGHEWHG WR5LFKDUGVRQ¶V ) concept of academic writing as, µZULWLQJDV
LQTXLU\¶ZKLFKVKH FRQVLGHUVWREHµDZD\RIILQGLQJRXWDERXW\RXUVHOIDQG\RXUWRSLF[«] a 
method RIGLVFRYHU\DQGDQDO\VLV¶S923). 
 
Chapter 2 offers a chronological account of research projects undertaken prior to the PhD 
culminating in the postmodern, Foucauldian and Deleuzean inspired post-qualitative research 
orientation (St. Pierre, 2012) that this thesis takes. This approach is broadly generative and 
functions not as just another theoretical lens through which one can observe and report on the 
material phenomena being researched, rather it questions the very act of seeing and observing 
in research which create:  
 
[«] new options for thought and create new possibilities for action. (Rabinow and 
Rose, 2003, p.xi).  
 
Chapter 3 explores a number of interconnected and interdisciplinary linguistic, discursive and 
epistemological theoretical frameworks that inform academic writing practices and related 
discourses in higher education, namely: social literacy theories and their educational 
implications; theories of discourse and power; and the concepts of habitus and linguistic 
capital. These frameworks generate:  
 
[«] an endless tracing of established concepts and words, a tracing of the world 
present, past, and future. (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987, p.24) 
 
%'"
This tracing gestures towards the formulation of a Foucauldian µKLVWRU\RIWKHSUHVHQW¶which 
is embodied in dominant academic writing discourses in higher education.  As Foucault writes 
in the Order of Things (1970): 
 
The history of knowledge can be written only on the basis of what was 
contemporaneous with it, and certainly not in terms of reciprocal influence, but in terms 
of a prioris established in time (p.208).  
 
%\µDSULRUL¶, Foucault suggests that any historical and critical analysis requires one to delineate 
the paradigm or world view through which historically dominant discourses operate, which in 
turn determine the limits of uncritical assumptions appertaining to those dominant discourses. 
 
Chapter 4 reflects on the importance of issues of power and identity in the academy with regard 
to the development of dominant academic writing and writing development practices in higher 
education.   
 
Chapter 5 explores and critiques the extent to which academic writing practices construct and 
mediate the professional identity (ies) and status of higher education lecturers. 
 
Chapter 6 troubles conventional qualitative educational research¶V µ«SURFHGXUHV
presuppositions and philosoph\RINQRZOHGJH¶%DOOS34), in doing so it delineates a 
post-qualitative research approach which critiques scientistic, empirical disciplinary and 
theoretical research positions. 
 
Chapter 7 takes as its starting point the Foucauldian concept of µpower/knowledge¶ which it 
treats as an abstract discursive force  determining  what will be the dominant (but not the only)  
epistemic systems in any given field.  Foucault in Discipline and Power discussed the ways in 
ZKLFK µSRZHU SURGXFHV UHDOLW\¶ (1977a, p.194).  The  VXEVHTXHQW DQDO\VLV RI SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
accounts offered in this chapter acknowledge that power/knowledge structures lecturers¶
understanding of, and reactions to, their lived experiences of academic writing practices in 
higher education.  It also explores how different forms of professional identity-work 
characterise their daily interaction around dominant conceptions of academic writing in 
academia, that is, their workplace. 
 
%("
Chapter 8 creates a tentative assemblage and new practice imaginaries for students, lecturers 
and institutions with regard to the development of academic writing.  These imaginaries 
suggest how the reconceptualisation of academic writing might influence the development of 
teaching and learning around academic writing in higher education. It also offers a personal 
postscript to this research that reflects the complexity and liminality of a personal 
reconceptualisation of academic writing practices.   
 
Lastly, there are a number of common threads, (illustrated in Figure 1) that I have developed 
throughout my research journey. They are woven into the theoretical frameworks that I explore 
in Chapter 3, they inform the methodology that I settle on in Chapter 6, and appear again in the 
writing up of data in Chapter 7.  Finally they help knit together the final assemblages described 
in Chapter 8, aQGRIFRXUVHWKH\HPERG\WKHUHIUDLQµWKURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶ in all its mystery 
and contingency.   
 
 
 
Figure 1: Common threads in the thesis 
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Epilogue 
On a personal level this thesis begins (and ends) with me ± with certain aspects of who 
I am and what I do as a higher education lecturer at work as a:    
 
[«] scholar and worker in the knowledge economy [... ](Ball, 2013, p.120)  
 
Additionally, as a doctoral student, I have also been engaged in researching my own 
DQGP\FROOHDJXHV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVLQKLJKHU education. This 
research focus is rooted in my workplace experiences of academic writing practices 
and was prompted by what Nealon (2008) calls a: 
 
>«@ provocation to respond to µWRGD\¶ D SDUWLFXOar problem or set of 
SUREOHPV¶in a way that moves  beyond condemnation or judgement [«] (p.111) 
 
As such, I began this research by asking myself lots of questions about who I am and 
what I do with academic writiQJSUDFWLFHVLQZRUN,DVNHGµZKDWGRQ¶W,XQGHUVWDQG¶
µZKDWGRQ¶W,OLNH¶µZKDWGR,ZDQWWRNQRZ¶DQGµKRZFDQ,ILQGRXWKRZWRGRWKLQJV
GLIIHUHQWO\¶" 
 
Initially, my assumed direction of travel was along well-trodden qualitative educational 
research lines.  However, as I discuss in Chapter 2, I reached a point, after several 
research projects on the subject of academic writing practices, where I realised I was 
engaged in a struggle: 
 
[«] to reveal and undermine what is most invisible and insidious in prevailing 
[educational] practices. (Ball, 1995, p.267) 
 
As part of this struggle I became very alert to the need to constantly interrupt obvious 
lines of research and explore a sense of myself as researcher by questioning 
assumptions about academic writing,  as well as what being an educational researcher 
could mean.  I had to shake off what MacLure (2013) has called: 
  
The malign effects of those deeply ingrained habits [which are] immensely 
difficult to discern and almost impossible to renounce or escapH«S 
 
%*"
This involved consciously questioning ingrained ideas DERXWZKDWFRQVWLWXWHGµJRRG¶ 
academic writing (namely, it should be clear, correct, formal and impersonal) and 
µULJRURXV¶ qualitative research in education (which reflect the need for validity, 
representational modes of thought and explication).  
 
Trying to conduct a form of experimental, hybridised educational research required me 
to satisfy the more traditional conventions of doctoral scholarship, such as 
compartmentalising ideas into sections, chapters, headings and appendices. These nods 
to structural convention have often felt uncomfortable and deeply inappropriate to my 
overall approach.  Moreover, it has not always been easy to move away from those 
dominant disciplinary and formal demands informing doctoral writing in education 
studies.  In the act of writing up the thesis I often slipped into limiting and hierarchical 
modes of thought and modalities, as they are so embedded in educational qualitative 
research traditions.  As Honen and Sellars (2008) write: 
 
The logistics of bringing together a text that meets academic requirements and 
KDV WKHSRVVLELOLW\RIPDNLQJ VHQVH WR UHDGHUV LV IRUHYHU µVWHHULQJ¶XV LQ WKH
µGLUHFWLRQ¶ RI SURGXFLQJ D µOLQHDU¶ WH[W ± DQ µRUGHUHG¶ µSURJUHVVLRQ¶ RI
µWKHRUHWLFDO LGHDV¶ DQG µSUDFWLFDO DSSOLFDWLRQV¶ WKDW µOHDGV¶ WR D µFRKHUHQW¶
µFRQFOXVLRQ¶S8) 
 
Nonetheless, I have employed where possible, and where I felt it illuminated the 
arguments I was trying to explore, art, poems, rhizomic maps and first person 
autoethnography sections.  These are all examples of how I have tried to articulate 
what has become a process of opening up the polysemic nature of academic writing 
practices through an equally multi-layered, post-qualitative educational research 
approach.  The latter marks a distinct change in direction from the more conventional 
methodologies that characterised the earlier research projects outlined in Chapter 2.  
In short, I have experienced an ontological VKLIWWKDWKDVHQDEOHGPHWRµGLVPDQWOHWKH
FRRUGLQDWHVRI«>P\@«VWDUWLQJSRLQW¶, offering instead,  µthe possibility of a different 
H[SHULHQFH¶ (Burchell,1996 p.31).   
 
Consequently, I started to think about how my research participants and I are subject 
to multiple forms of governance that are both internalised and operate via external 
dominant academic writing practices and established qualitative research 
%+"
methodologies in the Academy. As the write-up progressed I increasingly wanted to use 
the thesis to question these dominant discourses and practices, for as Ball (2013) notes:  
 
[«] one key point of focus of resistance is against practices, particularly the 
multifarious practices of governmentality >«@(p.148) 
 
To return to Foucault who characterises resistance as one means of self-
transformation, I realised that I needed to be willing to transform my thinking about 
academic writing and research. My new starting point for the thesis therefore, was to 
question dominant academic writing and qualitative research practices, not least my 
own, through the very act of conducting this research and writing up this thesis.  Thus 
I entered the research equivalent of a hall of mirrors, where the only thing I expected, 
or hoped to find was the unexpected.  
   
Chapter 2: Journeying towards new Conceptualisations of Academic  
W riting Practices and Post-qualitative Research   
  
Prologue  
Like most PhDs, this one is the result of a long and often tortuous personal journey 
through various research projects, all of which have contributed to my eventual 
choice of a particular ontological and epistemological position for the final 
doctoral thesis.  Drawing on Richardson (1994), the writing up of this thesis 
represents an extended, and unfinished, µIRUPRILQTXLU\¶ Whilst working on the 
thesis I underwent seismic shifts in my thinking about academic writing practices 
and modes of qualitative research, a shift largely characterised by a move from 
description towards critical reflexivity.    
  
This chapter is my attempt to trace how and why those shifts in thinking happened 
along my research journey. My development was not linear, rather, through my 
involvement in the various research projects detailed below, I followed ever more 
UKL]RPLF'HOHX]HDQµOLQHVRIIOLJKW¶Irom one idea and discursive space to another, 
on what has been a very nomadic research journey.    
  
Over time, I developed more complex conceptualisations of academic writing 
practices and qualitative research than the ones I began with.  This increasing 
complexity in my thinking necessitated a change in ontological position and a 
corresponding relocation towards post-qualitative research methodologies.  So 
although for six years I was continually researching in the same setting and looking 
at interactions between the same groups of lecturers and students around academic 
writing practices, the way I looked changed dramatically, until by the time I 
actually came to write the thesis, it seemed as though as I was not looking at the 
same thing at all.  Moreover, I realised that ultimately I would always be looking 
µWKURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶QRPDWWHUKRZKDUG,ORRNHG 
  
7KH JULG EHORZ FKDUWV P\ MRXUQH\ WRZDUGV WKH ILQDO WKHVLV¶s reflexive, post-
qualitative research design through an outline of the various research projects that 
led me there.  
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The grid is followed by a more detailed account of each project that outlines how 
each research project helped inform the next up to and including the thesis itself.  
   
Research project  Research 
assumption   
Research Issue  Methodology   Research response    Research 
outcomes  
Assumed research 
impact   
Developing the 
writing skil ls of first 
year early childhood 
and education 
students.  
2007  
  
Writing is a set of 
technical skills that 
students have or 
have not got to the 
required standard 
for higher 
education.  
There is a problem 
ZLWKVWXGHQWV¶
academic writing.  
The problem is with 
the students.  
Quantitative  Develop the students 
so that they make 
fewer mistakes.  
Extra support for 
students can be 
justified.    
Student performance 
improves.  
Embedding  
writing skil ls.  
2008  
Embedded  
writing activities 
can be  
used by lecturers to 
develop all 
VWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLF
writing.    
  
There is a problem 
with delivering  
academic writing 
support   
The problem is with 
the curriculum and 
mode of delivery.    
Co- 
constructionist  
Develop the 
curriculum so that 
writing support can 
be more effectively 
taught.   
Revalidation of 
redesigned 
degrees and/or 
individual 
modules 
improves 
effectiveness of 
delivery.   
  
Student performance 
improves + the 
learning experience is 
enhanced.  
 /HFWXUHUV¶
perceptions of 
VWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJ 
2009  
Lecturers try to 
VXSSRUWVWXGHQWV¶
academic writing in 
different ways ± 
how are they doing 
it?    
There is a problem 
with how lecturers 
support academic 
writing development. 
  
The problem is with 
the lecturers. 
Discourse 
analysis  
Develop the 
lecturers to deliver 
academic writing 
support more 
effectively.   
CPD  
programmes.   
  
Student performance 
improves + the 
learning experience is 
enhanced + teaching 
improves.  
 
 Research Project  Research 
Assumption  
Research Issue   Methodology   Research  
Response   
  
Research 
outcomes   
Assumed research 
impact   
Through a  
glass darkly:   A 
post qualitative 
case study into 
OHFWXUHUV¶
perceptions of 
academic 
writing and 
writing 
development 
practices:   2014  
Nobody really 
knows what  
academic  
writing is or could 
or should be.  
  
There is a problem 
with conceptualising 
and researching what   
academic writing is.  
The problem is with 
the relationship 
between qualitative 
research and 
academic writing 
and writing 
development 
practices.  
Post-qualitative   Development of 
more personal    
problematised 
philosophy of 
academic writing 
and writing 
development 
practices.   
Time and space 
to  
reflect on 
academic writing 
and writing and 
development 
practices and 
qualitative 
research in 
flexible and 
innovative ways.   
  
Students and lecturers 
may begin to 
appreciate how 
complex writing is as 
a social practice. New 
ways of thinking 
about and enacting 
research into 
academic writing 
practices may follow.  
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2.1 Background Information  
  
2.1.1 The Setting: a picture of diversity  
  
$OWKRXJKWKHWKHVLVLVFRQFHUQHGZLWKOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJLWJUHZ
RXWRID VHULHVRI UHVHDUFKSURMHFWV WKDW IRFXVHGRQVWXGHQWV¶GLIILFXOWLHVZLWKDFDGHPLF
writing practices.  My research journey began whilst I was teaching at a post-1992 
university in the West Midlands, on their Education Studies, Special Needs and Inclusion 
Studies and Early Childhood Studies programmes.  The research setting  has an excellent 
track record in attracting widening participation; according to HEFCE performance 
indicators (2009) just over 50% of its undergraduates come from the lowest socio-
economic groups (one of the highest percentages in the country).  Typically, many of its 
students are local and mature learners who took vocational, rather than academic, routes to 
university, or achieved alternative qualifications such as Access to Higher Education. This, 
as I argue below, in the section on students and in Chapter 4 and 5, has implications for 
their writing histories and subsequent implications for their development as academic 
writers in higher education.   
  
2.1.2 The Course  
  
All the research on students detailed in the research projects below centres around one 
degree programme: the School of Education¶V $FDGHPLF DQG 3URIHVVLonal Pathways 
programme (APPs), which until revalidation in 2011 was called the Specialist and Joint 
Awards (SJA).  The programme was comprised of 3 strands, namely, Education Studies, 
Children and Families (CAF) and Special Needs and Inclusion Studies (SNIS).  In addition, 
students could take Education Studies in combination with one of the other two strands, or 
could opt to be specialists in CAF or SNIS.   
  
In 2006/7, at the time of the first research project detailed below, the programme was 
described thus in the 2005 course handbook extract.   
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All our courses are made up of units called modules that contribute towards your final 
GHJUHHGLSORPDNQRZQDVDQµDZDUG¶<RXQHHGWRUHJLVWHUDQGSDVVDFHUWDLQQXPEHURI
modules that fall into three types:  
  
Core ± you must study and pass all these compulsory modules to meet the requirements 
of your award  
  
Core option ± you must choose a set number from this group of modules in order to meet 
your course requirements  
  
E lective ± you make up the balance of your award with electives. This scheme allows 
you to include more modules from your subject(s), select modules from a different 
subject area or choose skills-based modules. In addition, the University Elective 
Programme (UEP) enables you to select blocks of modules in Languages, Information  
Technology or Business, WRSURYLGHDVSHFLILFµIODYRXU¶WR\RXUSURJUDPPHRIVWXG\ 
 
Figure 2: Extract from SJA course handbook (2005)  
  
SJA/APPs was a big programme (regularly recruiting over 190 students), with core 
modules necessarily taught by relatively large groups of lecturers, drawn from all three 
teams working across the 3 pathways.  Across the programme, students were assessed 
through essays, individually negotiated projects, reports and reflective writing 
assignments, including learning journals and blogs.  As part of the revalidation process, the 
original modular design in SJA was replaced by set courses in Education Studies, which 
could be studied in combination with Early Years (renamed, Children and Families) or 
Special Needs and Inclusion Studies.  Alternatively students could study specialist Early 
Years, (which was renamed, Children and Families in 2011), or Special Needs and 
Inclusion Studies.  8QGHUWKHQHZUHYDOLGDWLRQSURJUDPPHµ/HDUQLQJ:RUNV¶ (2011), all 
PRGXOHVLQILUVW\HDUSURJUDPPHVZHUHFRPSXOVRU\7KLVPHDQWWKDWWKHFRQFHSWRIDµFRUH¶
module was lost DIWHU/HDUQLQJ:RUN¶VLQFHSWLRQ, although core modules are still referred 
to in the first research project described below, as the programmes were still modular at 
the time that research was carried out.   
  
2.1.3 The Students  
  
The student sample for the first three research projects covered in this chapter comprised 
the majority of first year students (191) studying on SJA/APP in whichever year the 
research project under discussion took place. First year students were chosen as the subjects 
24  
for these early research projects because higher education exposes them to new and 
challenging writing experiences, not just in terms of what they have to write about, but 
how they are expected to write and who they are writing for (Davies, Swinburne and 
Williams, 2006).  The student participant sample included all the full and part-time 
undergraduates studying for B.A. Hons degrees in single honours Early Childhood Studies, 
Special Needs in Education (SNIS) programmes or either specialism jointly with Education 
Studies, and part-time Foundation Degree students. In addition, there were a small number 
of students studying Education Studies with subjects from other Schools in the university, 
such as English and Religious Studies.   
  
The SJA/APP cohort was predominately female, and like students from across the whole 
university this cohort entered higher education with a wide variety of academic, vocational 
and professional qualifications, including Advanced Certificate in Childcare and Education 
(ACCE), City and Guilds, Council for Awards in Care, Health and Education (CACHE),   
%7(& 'LSORPDV DQG 1DWLRQDO $ZDUGV DQG *194V LQ (DUO\ <HDUV &KLOGUHQ¶V Care, 
Learning and Development, Health and Social Care;  in addition to a wide range of A 
Levels and Access to HE programmes.  Prior to coming to university, the majority of 
students had worked in a community or educational setting related to their choice of degree, 
such as schools and/or nurseries, both mainstream and specialist; either in a voluntary 
capacity, on placement or in full or part-time employment.  Many continued to work, 
predominately as teaching assistants or early \HDU¶V practitioners whilst completing their 
degrees.  By 2006, workforce development initiatives in early years Educare had 
encouraged a number of mature students to study for a Foundation Degree in Early Years, 
a programme introduced by the New Labour government as part of their strategy for 
improving the status of practitioners working in the sector (DfES, 2007).  (Successful 
graduates from an FD can 'top-up' to honours degree level, and in the setting many did, 
often transferring in from partner F.E. colleges to do so).  Those students coming directly 
from school or sixth form colleges averaged relatively low A Level tariffs of between 120 
and 180.  A majority of the intake across the life of the different research projects described 
below did not have an English qualification above GCSE grade C.    
  
This diversity of their previous educational experiences meant that whilst many SJA/APPs 
students were familiar with professional/vocational literacies, such as report and portfolio 
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writing, they were often less confident using the essayist literacies typically required by 
undergraduate writing assignments (Burke, 2005; Lillis and Turner, 2001).  Other research 
on this student group in the setting by Kendall et al., (2012) suggested that for many of the 
vocationally qualified students, entry into higher education required that they shift from 
their utilisation of a largely practical knowledge base developed in the workplace to a new, 
primarily theoretical knowledge base taught at university.  This shift, and the demands that 
it made on their writing, may account for the anxiety and difficulty with writing many of 
them experienced whilst on the programme. These difficulties were documented in a 
different pieces of research in the setting conducted by Cramp, Lamond, Coleyshaw and 
Beck (2012) and Cramp, (2012).    
  
2.1.4 The Lecturers   
  
The participating lecturers involved in all the following research projects were based in the 
6FKRRORI(GXFDWLRQDQG WDXJKWDFURVV WKH6-$$33VSURJUDPPH 0DQ\ZHUHµVHFRQG
FDUHHU¶ OHFWXUHUVZKRKDGKDGprevious careers in a variety of professional backgrounds 
including nursing, nursery management, social and youth work.  Others had worked as 
teachers and managers, in a variety of adult, further, secondary and primary education 
settings, prior to joining as subject-specific lecturers in higher education.  This meant that 
their professional and personal experiences of writing and resulting writing identities were 
diverse and shaped by professional contexts other than higher education.  
2.2 The Early Research Projects  
(See appendix 1 for the CETL briefing paper produced for this research project)   
2.2.1 Developing the writing skills of first year early childhood and education students.  
  
1st C I E L project   
2007  
Developing the writing skills of first year early childhood and 
education students.  
  
The impulse for 
research   
  
Writing is a set of skills that students have, or have not got, to the 
required standard for higher education.  
  
Research design   
  
Driven by the desire to establish what kinds of technical writing 
problems students starting the SJA programme had.   
Students were assessed for technical written competency. 
/HFWXUHUV DQG VWXGHQWV ZHUH WKHQ PDGH DZDUH RI WKH VWXGHQWV¶
technical written competency, or lack of it early on in the degree.  
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F indings  
  
Some students do not have the requisite skills for academic writing 
in higher education and may need additional and/or specialist 
support.  
  
The impulse for research  
,Q,MRLQHGWKH6FKRRORI(GXFDWLRQ¶V6(G&HQWUHIRU([FHOOHQFHLQ7HDFKLQJ
and Learning (CETL) team.  The remit of the CETL in the setting, as in other HEIs, was 
to identify excellent teaching practices and develop and disseminate information about 
WKRVHSUDFWLFHVDFURVVWKHVHFWRUDVRXWOLQHGLQWKH+()&(µ6XPPDWLYHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKH
&(7/SURJUDPPH¶7KLV&(7/SURMHFWZDVFDOOHG&ULWLFDO,QWHUYHQWLRQVIRU 
Enhanced Learning (CIEL). &,(/¶V EULHIZDV WR GHYHORS SHGDJRJLHV VXSSRUW V\VWHms, 
DFWLYLWLHVDQGLQLWLDWLYHVWKDWHQKDQFHGILUVW\HDUVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJDFURVVWKHXQLYHUVLW\ 
  
0\ILUVW&,(/SURMHFWEHJXQLQZDVFDOOHGµ'HYHORSLQJWKHZULWLQJVNLOOVRIILUVW
\HDUHDUO\FKLOGKRRGDQGHGXFDWLRQVWXGHQWV¶XVLQJILUVW\HDUVWudents on SJA/APP as the 
sample group as outlined above. (See appendix 1 for the project briefing paper).  The 
project drew on research about student retention and drop out, which suggested that there 
LVRIWHQDPLVPDWFKEHWZHHQVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJH[SHULHQFes in previous educational settings 
and the demands of academic writing in higher education (Clarke and Ivanic, 1997; 
McGivney, 2003; Tinto, 1993).  Consequently, across the sector and different disciplines, 
many first year students are often underprepared to make a successful transition to 
academic writing in higher education (Yorke and Longton, 2007).    
  
Overall retention was consistently high on SJA, averaging over 90%.  Despite this high 
retention rate, there was concern in the teaching team over a significant minority of students 
who consistently achieved lower than average grades in their first year and who then failed 
to improve significantly as they progressed through the degree.  This might have suggested 
that there was a strong incentive for lecturers to support those students struggling with their 
writing development.  However, lecturers did not appear to spend much time developing 
RUVXSSRUWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJUDWKHUIDFH-to-face teaching sessions focussed 
heavily on transmitting subject-specific content.  Normally, it was only towards the end of 
each semester that students were offered individual or small group tutorials for support 
with their summative assignments.  These tutorials were not focussed on academic writing 
as the teaching team had made a decision not to read or comment on written drafts; instead 
27  
they offered students an opportunity to read their plans out to the lecturers for discussion.  
In this way, summative tutorials focussed on the organisation of subject-specific content at 
the expense of any writing development input from lecturers.  This arrangement meant that 
the first continuous writing that lecturers saw from students was the summative assignment 
written twelve weeks after they had started the course.  Entrenched problems with some 
VWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ, therefore, often only became fully visible after a number of 
assignments had been marked and/or at the end of the year when struggling students failed 
resits or scraped through with low grades.   
  
7KHµ'HYHORSLQJWKHZULWLQJVNLOOVRI ILUVW\HDUHDUO\FKLOGKRRGDQGHGXFDWLRQVWXGHQWV¶ 
research  sought therefore  to identify those students  struggling with academic writing  
much  earlier than would otherwise be the case, so that they could be encouraged to access 
targeted academic writing development, which at the time was only offered outside of their 
subject-specific modules.    
  
Research Design  
An analysis of written feedback given by lecturers in the setting to first year students on 
core modules was undertaken as preparation for the project. It confirmed that low achieving 
students were frequently, and overtly, marked down for a combination of persistent 
technical writing errors (such as spelling, punctuation and grammar), poor expression, 
referencing inaccuracies and a lack of structure/organisation, in addition to an inadequate 
grasp of their subject matter.  This was not surprising as the generic assessment grid used 
across the university to guide assessment clearly indicated that studentV¶ZULWWHQZRUNZDV
to be judged negatively against such criteria.  This suggested that technical problems with 
academic writing, and a failure to address those problems, were holding some students 
back.   
  
For the project, I created an initial writing activity for students to complete in the first week 
of the generic, stand-DORQHVWXG\VNLOOVPRGXOHµ/HDUQLQJIRU6XFFHVV¶/I6ZKLFKDOO
first year SJA students took.  LfS, was a ten-year-old core module running in the SJA 
programme in 2005.  It was designed to develop study skills such as referencing, 
presenting, team working and communication, as well as introducing students to the 
XQLYHUVLW\¶V9LUWXDO /HDUQLQJ(QYLURQPHQW 9/(7KH SURMHFW¶V LQLWLDOZULWLQJ DFWLYLW\
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required students, in their first LfS session, to write a response to a subject±related journal 
extract which they had previously been given to read during induction; the response had to 
be written under controlled conditions during a seminar session.   
  
I designed a very simple grid to identify and quantify the type and frequency of basic 
technical writing errors students made during the initial writing activity (see figure 1 in 
appendix 1).  Using the type and frequency of errors made, students were categorised 
broadly in terms of the level of study skills support that I felt they might require for the rest 
of the year (see figure 2 in appendix 1).  The students were not shown this breakdown of 
their errors, as it was felt that in some cases it might be demotivating, although their LfS 
lecturer was.  Students who made consistent errors were encouraged to discuss with their 
module tutor how their writing might be most effectively supported in the future.   
  
Findings  
Lecturers reported back though LfS team meetings that the initial writing activity had made 
them more aware, earlier than had previously been the case, of those students with very 
weak writing and/or specific issues such as EAL and dyslexia.  Consequently, they felt that 
they were more able to be explicit and proactive about the support they offered students 
within LfS, as well as alerting them to other university-wide support.  At the end of the 
first year the grades achieved by all students were cross-referenced to their broad 
categorisations in the initial writing activity. This revealed that students who had evidenced 
a high number of technical errors in the initial writing activity tended to achieve lower than 
average grades in their end of year summative assignments.  I took this as evidence that 
their writing skills had not been developed over the course of the year (it could also of 
course indicate that they might have other difficulties with learning).  
  
5HIOHFWLRQVRQµ'HYHORSLQJWKHZULWLQJVNLOOVRIILUVW\HDUHDUO\FKLOGKRRGDQGHGXFDWLRQ
students¶ 
It is not difficult to make a number of criticisms about this research project.  It took a classic 
problem-based approach to the question of competence in academic writing based on a 
very simple skills-EDVHGFRQFHSWLRQRIZULWLQJDVDVHWRIWHFKQLFDOVNLOOV7KHµFRXQWLng 
XS¶ RI PLVWDNHV LQ WKH LQLWLDO ZULWLQJ DFWLYLW\ ZDV PHWKRGRORJLFDOO\ FUXGH DQG WKH
FDWHJRULHVXVHGWRµUDQN¶VWXGHQWVZHUHYDJXHDQGVXEMHFWLYH 7KHUHZDVQRWKHRUHWLFDO
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analysis of how and why students made those kinds of mistakes, how important they were 
(or not) to subject-specific learning or understanding of students. Nor was there any 
systematic discussion about how lecturers might be encouraged to tackle academic writing 
problems as an integrated part of the support they offered on LfS and/or other subject 
specific modules that they taught to first years.  There was no follow-up to check if students 
did take up the recommendation to avail themselves of more support with their writing as 
part of the tutorial support offered within LfS or outside of it.  As such, the project merely 
confirmed that some students did have a problem with technical accuracy and expression 
in their academic writing and that those problems did appear to depress their summative 
assessment grades.   
  
However, in terms of its role in my development as a researcher µ'HYHORSLQJWKHZULWLQJ
skills of first year early childhood and education students¶GHILQLWHO\JRWPHVWDUWHGRQWKH
research journey culminating in this doctoral dissertation. Having completed it, I 
understood that simply identifying technical aspects of writing did not help students to 
produce the kind of academic writing their lecturers expected.  On a more positive note, I 
felt that the initial writing task used in the project had certainly got my colleagues thinking 
PRUHDERXWVWXGHQWV¶LVVXHVZLWKDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ)RUH[DPSOHP\UHVHDUFKMRXUQDOIURP
that time records frequent discussions about academic writing between myself and my 
colleagues initiated by the research.  Some were moving beyond our usual exasperation 
DQGIUXVWUDWLRQZLWKWKHµSUREOHP¶RIµSRRUZULWLQJ¶.  They had begun to think about ways 
in which we could proactively support students to develop their academic writing more 
effectively as a part of our subject-specific teaching.  These discussions led directly to my 
next research project.  
  
2.2.2 Embedding writing skills   
  
2nd C I E L project  µ(PEHGGLQJZULWLQJVNLOOV¶ 
The impulse for research 2008  Can embedded writing activities help lecturers 
GHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ" 
  
Research design  
  
Developing, delivering and evaluating 
HPEHGGHGDFWLYLWLHVWRGHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶
academic writing.  
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Most of the students thought that the 
embedded writing activities completed as part 
of the research would help them when writing 
their summative assignments. Lecturers 
thought the activities helped them to raise the 
issue of academic writing development with 
students more proactively and effectively.  
  
The Impulse for Research  
In 2008 the CETL allocated further funding to the SEd CIEL team.  A previous research 
project conducted with the same group of students by other members of the team (Allan 
and ClarNH  KDG LQGLFDWHG WKDW WKH µ/I6¶ PRGXOH ZDV QRW LGHDO DV D VLJQLILFDQW
minority of student participants in the study indicated that they had difficulty in transferring 
the study skills taught on it to wider study contexts.  This, Allen and Clarke concluded, 
raised the possibility that:  
  
>«@LIDPRUHLQFOXVLYHHQYLURQPHQWZKLFKHQJDJHVDOOOHDUQHUVLVWREHFUHDWHGWKHQ
the teaching of subject-related and metacognitive skills needs to be embedded in 
subject teaching and learning. (2006, p.73)  
  
$OODQDQG&ODUNH¶VFRQFOXVLRQVHFKRHG:LQJDWH study, she concluded in her paper  
µ'RLQJDZD\ZLWKVWXG\VNLOOV¶ that:  
  
Much would be achieved if more academic staff could be encouraged to develop their 
VWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJZLWKLQWKHLUUHJXODUWHDching (p. 467).  
  
Because RI$OODQDQG&ODUNH¶VUHVHDUFKWKH6-$WHDFKLQJWHDPGHFLGHGWRUHSODFH
SfL with a programme of study skills development that would be delivered in an embedded 
way through the first-year core modules.  As part of the CIEL project team, I responded to 
this change by creating a new project, µ(PEHGGLQJZULWLQJVNLOOV¶ which involved working 
ZLWK VWDII WHDFKLQJ RQ 6-$¶V FRUH VXEMHFW-specific modules to create, co-deliver and 
evaluate a number of embedded activities designed to GHYHORS DQG VXSSRUW VWXGHQWV¶
academic writing development.  The chosen activities included microthemes, which are 
short written pieces on a given subject; free writing; double entry journals; peer review 
activities; note-taking and the use of learning action groups.  Many of these activities fed 
GLUHFWO\LQWRVWXGHQWV¶ILQDOVXPPDWLYHDVVLJQPHQWV 
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Experienced cumulatively, the writing activities designed for the project were intended to 
embed low-stake (that is, non-assessed) opportunities for students to practise different 
kinds of academic writing, and receive structured feedback on how they could improve 
their writing within a subject-specific context. This practical exposure to embedded 
academic writing development practices was followed up by discussions between staff and 
students.  These were explicitly about the nature of academic writing, in particular, how it 
might differ from forms of writing that they had previously experienced.  For students, the 
project attempted to structure their experiences of writing as a continual loop of practice, 
feedback and discussion.  This was so they could more effectively translate their subject-
specific learning and understanding confidently and effectively through academic writing 
for summative assignments.  For lecturers, the activities were intended to create a greater 
awareness around how they wanted learning and understanding to be expressed through 
the written assignments that they set for students.    
  
The Research Design  
7KHUHVHDUFKGHVLJQIRUµEmbedding writing skills¶ZDVILUPO\ORFDWHGZLWKLQDQRQ-going 
cyclical process, where research, action and evaluation were interwoven into the delivery 
RIFRUHPRGXOHVWDXJKWRQ6-$$VVXFKWKHEURDGUHVHDUFKGHVLJQZDVEDVHGRQµVSLUDOV¶
or cycles concerned with looking, thinking and acting (Stringer, 2007) which determined 
each stage of the research activity as illustrated in Figure 3.    
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Look in order to identify and  
analyse the problems  some 
students appear to have with 
academic writing.  
 Think about how to       
support academic writing 
practices within subject-
specific modules.   
  
  
Act to produce, deliver  
and evaluate embedded academic   
writing activities in order to initiate 
further discussion and possible  changes 
in practice.   
  
)LJXUH$GDSWDWLRQRI6WULQJHU¶VµVSLUDOV¶ 
  
This project tried to initiate a dialogic, co-constructionist approach to the academic writing 
activities that students and lecturers were engaged in as part of their everyday teaching and 
learning relationships (Atkinson, Coffey, and Delamont, 2003). This meant that lecturers 
and students were encouraged by the research to view academic writing activities as:   
  
>«@PXOWLSOHSUDFWLFHV>«@ZKLFKFRQWULEXWHWRHYHU\WKLQJHOVH>LQRUGHUWRVHH@
WKH KROLVWLF FRQQHFWLRQV DQG WKHLU SRWHQWLDOV IRU JHQHUDWLQJ IXUWKHU FRQQHFWLRQV¶
(McNiff and Whitehead, 2006, p.2)   
  
Data on the writing activities was collected in a number of ways.  
  
Post-it Data  
In order to capture an immediate, qualitative response to the impact of the use of writing 
development activities carried out as part of the pilot study, student feedback was collected 
using post-it notes.   
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Figure 4: µEmbedding writing skills¶ FRQIHUHQFH SRVWHU )UHQFK DQG :RUVOH\ 
showing the use of post-its as feedback on double-entry journals.    
(For a detailed account of the use of DEJs as part of this project see 
http://www.eliss.org.uk/CurrentIssueVol22/ViewArticlev2i2/tabid/272/itemid/103/pubta 
bid/278/repmodid/411/Default.aspx)  
  
Immediately after completing an academic writing development activity in class, such as 
the double entry journals shown in Figure 4 above, students recorded their anonymous 
feedback on a post-it note.  They were asked how useful the activity had been and in what 
ways they thought it had helped to develop their academic writing (or not).  It was also 
made clear that their input was vital in informing any future writing development activities.  
Using this system, feedback was collected on three key academic writing development 
strategies: peer review; use of double-entry journals; and formative written summatives, 
which had been embedded in SJA core modules over one academic year. The post-it data 
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analysis was then coded using NVivo (an international qualitative data-analysis computer 
software package) which uses coding to identify key themes.  
  
Focus Groups  
Two separate, hour long focus groups (each containing 15 student volunteers from across 
WKH6-$SURJUDPPHZHUHKHOGLQWKHILUVWVHPHVWHURIWKHVWXGHQWV¶VHFRQG\HDU)RFXs 
JURXSVZHUHFKRVHQEHFDXVHWKH\GUHZRQDQ\LQWHUDFWLRQEHWZHHQVWXGHQWV¶H[SHULHQFHV
of academic writing and writing development practices since joining the setting. Barbour 
(2005, 2007) discusses how interaction is an essential feature of focus groups because it 
often reveals the multiple subjectivities operating around any given research focus. To 
PD[LPLVHLQWHUDFWLRQEHWZHHQSDUWLFLSDQWVJURXSVZHUHVWUXFWXUHGXVLQJ0RUJDQ¶VµIXQQHO¶
approach (1997).  This begins the focus group with an unstructured question designed to 
VWLPXODWH GLVFXVVLRQ µWKLQN DERXW WKH GLIIHUHQW W\SHV RI ZULWLQJ WKDW \RX KDYH KDG
H[SHULHQFHRIVLQFHMRLQLQJKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ¶DQGµZKDWSRVLWLYHRUQHJDWLYHIHHOLQJVGR
\RXKDYH DERXWZULWLQJ LQKLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ"¶ 7KHTXHVWLRQV Dsked gradually became 
PRUH VWUXFWXUHG µZKDW GR \RX WKLQN WKHZRUG µV\QWKHVLVH¶PHDQV \RXKDYH WR GR LQ D
ZULWWHQDVVLJQPHQW"¶$V0RUJDQQRWHVWKLVDSSURDFK 
  
>«@PDNHVLWSRVVLEOHWRKHDUWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶RZQSHUVSHFWLYHVLQWKHHDUO\SDUWRI
each GLVFXVVLRQDVZHOODVWKHLUUHVSRQVHVWRWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VVSHFLILFLQWHUHVWVLQWKH
later part.  
(1997, p.41)  
  
The focus group data was recorded by participating students who made notes and lists as 
they went along.  These comments were later collated and analysed inductively (by me) to 
record the breadth of discussions that had taken place.  
  
The importance of using discussion to collect feedback on learning experiences for research 
in this way has been highlighted by a number of authors, not least because it enables 
lecturers and students to get fully involved in the research process (Gibbs and Simpson, 
2004; Sambell and McDowell 2006; Yorke, 2001; McDowell and Sambell, 1999) found 
that:   
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>«@ VWXGHQWV UHDGLO\ LGHQWLI\ D UDQJH RI SXUSRVHV IRU DVVHVVPHQWZKLFKZRXOG EH
widely regarded as educationally sound, and that they do make judgments about how 
well purposeVDUHPHW>«@S 
  
The quality and thoughtfulness of many responses in this project confirmed McDowell 
DQG6DPEHOO¶VFRQILGHQFHLQWKHDELOLW\RIVWXGHQWVWRFRQWULEXWHWRWKHUHVHDUFKSURFHVV
(For a detailed breakdown of the feedback received on double entry journals see 
appendix 2).  
  
Findings   
The discussions that arose out of the focus groups and post-its suggested that different 
groups of students were facing a number of difficulties with academic writing. Some of 
these difficulties were experienced more by specific groups of students than others. For 
example, mature Foundation Degree students, who had often not been in formal education 
for many years, commonly evinced a lack of confidence. There were also various technical, 
linguistic problems experienced by overseas students, who had English as a second 
language, as well as the special needs of students with problems on the dyslexic spectrum.  
More generally, many students reported that they had always had weak spelling, 
punctuation and grammar or struggled with referencing and/or had difficulties utilising 
wider reading effectively.   
  
The embedded academic writing development activities created for the project had been 
contextualised for students as linked formatives so that the work required to complete them 
always fed directly into the final summative assignment. As Figure 5 shows the feedback 
on this approach was positive.   
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Figure 5: A breakdown of the positive student feedback on the use of linked formatives.  
  
Peer reviews were the second kind of linked formatives used in this project.  This activity 
involved students marking real student scripts, which had been anonymised and taken from 
previous iterations, with permission, XVLQJWKHXQLYHUVLW\¶VJHQHULFFULWHULDIRU/HYHO$V
the typical comments below show the majority found this activity to be a useful preparation 
for their written summative assignments:  
  
7KLV VHVVLRQ >«@KHOSHGPH WRXQGHUVWDQGKRZ WRGRDQDVVLJQPHQW LQ WKHSURSHU
manner.  It also helped me to identify where I was going wrong and what I can do in 
order to improve.  
  
and   
  
,IRXQGWKHDFWLYLW\UHDOO\KHOSIXOORRNLQJIURPDPDUNHU¶VYLHZZLOOKHOSPHZULWHP\
essay, as I now know what the tutor/marker is looking for.  
  
Importantly, peer review provided an opportunity to discuss the meaning of summative 
assignment briefs and KRZWKH\UHODWHGWRDVVHVVPHQWPDWHULDOVLQFOXGLQJWKHXQLYHUVLW\¶V
generic criteria and the module specific learning outcomes.  This activity also encouraged 
students to initiate discussions about what their lecturers expected with regard to the 
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content DQGIRUPRIDVVLJQPHQWV/DVWO\FULWLTXLQJRWKHUVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJGUHZDWWHQWLRQ
to common technical and referencing errors without having to personalise the issues.    
  
Figure 6: A breakdown of the positive feedback on the use of peer review.  
 
Focus Group Feedback  
In the first instance participants were asked to discuss and identify the different kinds of 
writing they had been asked to produce in their first year.  Figure 7 below displays the 
range of writing practices that they identified.  
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Figure 7: Types of writing that focus group participants said they had experienced during 
their first year on SJA.  
  
This range of writing practices was wider than many students had previously experienced 
in other educational settings, in particular, they commented on the widespread use of digital 
literacies for educational purposes, such as, blogging and wikis. Half were anxious about 
the greater emphasis placed on using secondary sources in higher education assignments 
(15 out of 30 students), whilst the majority had struggled with Harvard Referencing (26 
out of 30 students). Students clearly knew that they were being asked to produce a 
particular kind of academic writing as undergraduates, which could perhaps be best 
described as a form of hyper-formal writing. Students talked of how the defining 
FKDUDFWHULVWLFRIWKLVDFDGHPLFZULWLQJLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQZDVWREHµimpersonal¶7KLVLQ
turn was strongly associated with µQHYHUXVLQJ,¶ not µXVLQJVODQJ¶, µWU\LQJWRVRXQGOLNH
\RXNQRZZKDW\RXDUHJRLQJRQDERXW¶and µXVLQJRWKHUZULWHUV¶LGHDV¶.  
  
Not surprisingly, in the light of the above comments there was a heated debate, and not a 
little confusion, in both focus groups DERXW ZKDW )DLUFORXJK E FDOOV µK\EULG
OLWHUDFLHV¶VXFKDVUHIOHFWLYHDFDGHPLFZULWLQJDVVLJQPHQWVZKLFKHQFRXUDJHWKHXVHRI
WKHILUVWSHUVRQDQGWKXVZHUHRIWHQQRWGHHPHGµproper academic writing¶E\WKHVWXGHQWV
(The implications of this increasing hybridity are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4).   
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This was an important turning point in my thinking as it highlighted the very subjective 
nature of academic writing practices and their assessment.  This was an idea that I would 
subsequently use to inform the final PhD research.   
  
Focus group participants were next asked to identify key terms that they felt characterised 
writing in higher education. They came up with the following list:  
 Critique  
 Analyse  
 Synthesise  
 Substantiate  
 Evaluate  
  
They were then asked to discuss and define what they thought those terms actually meant.  
The discussion of each word resulted in a long and quite diverse list such as the one 
below in Figure 8.   
  
Synthesise  
Putting theories into your own words  
WritinJWKHNQRZOHGJHWKLQJV\RX¶YHOHDUQWLQDFHUWDLQZD\ 
Producing themes in your own words by bringing theories to enhance argument 
'RLQJVRPHWKLQJZLWKWKHNQRZOHGJH\RX¶YHOHDUQW 
How you convey the knowledge Stream my arguments  
Produce theories in own words  
Produce theories and include them to enhance your own argument   
Putting theories in own words  
Bringing the work/text you have read together  
Bring together points  
Find ideas that are similar to others  
Figure 8: Focus group discussion of key words used in summative assignments  
  
This diversity suggested that these key terms, which so often appeared in assessment briefs 
and criteria, were actually quite nebulous and were often interpreted in many different ways 
by students. The focus group discussions also raised questions about whether lecturers 
were always clear themselves about what they meant when they used such terms in 
summative assignments and feedback.  As Lillis and Turner (2001) note:    
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[The] terminology widely used by tutors and/or in guidelines to name academic writing 
conventions raised more questions than answers.  (p.59)    
  
It is also fair to note that key terms are not always chosen by lecturers but are often  imposed 
DVDQLQGLFDWRURIµOHYHOQHVV¶YLDµWRSGRZQ¶JXLGDQFH, including QAA subject benchmark 
statements, revalidation panels feedback and institution-wide generic assessment criteria 
grids. Interestingly, informal discussions between lecturers, prompted at a number of 
conference presentations and workshops based on this project, strongly suggested that 
lecturers did not ordinarily consider the meanings they invested in commonly used key 
words for assignment writing (or levelness), nor did they usually discuss their possible 
meanings with their stXGHQWV  7KLVEHJDQ WR UDLVHTXHULHV LQP\PLQGDERXW OHFWXUHUV¶
SHUFHSWLRQVRIVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVDQGWKHLUDWWLWXGHVWRDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
development.  These were all issues that would eventually surface more coherently in the 
final thesis.   
  
Questions in the focus groups about the relationship or role lecturers had with regard to 
GHYHORSLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ HOLFLWHG D FRQVistently unequivocal response. 
6WXGHQWV VWURQJO\ IHOW WKDW OHFWXUHUV ZHUH WKHUH WR µjudge¶ VWXGHQWV¶ ZRUk through 
DVVHVVPHQWDQGWKDWWKH\WKHUHIRUHµought to have knowledge of the subjecW¶DVZHOODVµthe 
UXOHV¶ by which writing on that subject was to be judged.  The role of feedback was also 
important.  Students frequently asserted that lecturer feedback should be about helping 
them to get their writing µULJKW¶, although, as has already been pointed out, what they meant 
E\µULJKW¶ZDVRSHQWRGHEDWH8QIRUWXQDWHO\VWXGHQWVDOVRPDGHFOHDUWKDWWKH\IHOWWKDW
OHFWXUHUV¶H[SHFWDWLRQVDERXWWKHLUZULWLQJZHUe not consistent or made explicit before they 
handed their work in.  As one participant memorably commented:  
  
Feedback on a summative is a really good way of finding out what and how the lecturer 
wanted you to write.  
  
Many students had experienced sharp differences between the amounts of time different 
lecturers spent giving them written and/or verbal feedback on their formative and 
VXPPDWLYHZULWWHQZRUN&RPPHQWVUDQJHGIURPµshe put loads of helpful comments on 
so I could see what I was doing wrRQJ¶ WRµI did not think that I could ask for help with my 
(QJOLVK¶.  It was also clear that negative written feedback was not always very helpful as 
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comments like, µ,KDYHQRLGHDZK\,JRWWKHJUDGH,GLGEXW,ZDVUHDOO\JXWWHG¶, were 
quite common.  Moreover, the majority of participants agreed that writing issues were dealt 
with differently by different lecturers, µVRPHOHFWXUHUVDUHUHDOO\VWULFWDQGVRPHGRQ¶WFDUH
so much¶ DV ZHOO DV WKH SUHGLFWDEOH µ«LV D KDUG PDUNHU HYHU\RQH NQRZV WKDW¶
Interestingly, these discussions about perceived inconsistencies in feedback raised the issue 
of lecturer subjectivity, which was often linked to anxieties about possible lecturer bias and 
XQIDLUYDOXHMXGJPHQWVDERXWVWXGHQWV¶ZRUN%RWKIRFXVJURXSVHVVLRQs concluded with a 
group consensus that success in writing could be summed up as, µgiving lecturers what 
WKH\ZDQWHG¶so long as one could work out what that was.    
  
5HIOHFWLRQVRQµ(PEHGGLQJ:ULWLQJ6NLOOV¶ 
Participating in the embedded activities certainly stimulated debate between students and 
lecturers about the need to prepare for summative assignments more proactively within 
subject-specific modules.  Although the post-it feedback rarely mentioned academic 
writing practices specifically, their importance was implied in frequent comments about 
needing to pay attention to proofreading and referencing.  As the students had found the 
activities helpful, the project suggested that an embedded approach to the delivery of 
academic writing development in the degree programme as a whole might be useful.  
However, there had been no real tradition of lecturers operating in this way in the research 
domain, which was typical of higher education settings generally (Zukas and Malcolm, 
1999).  The project did, therefore, drawn attention to questions of how well-prepared and 
supported subject-specific lecturers in the domain were with regard to embedding and 
supporting academic writing development for students, or even working more 
collaboratively with specialist writing developers.  Once again, my focus had come to rest 
RQ OHFWXUHUV¶H[SHULHQFHV and feelings about academic writing and writing development 
practices.   
  
0DQ\RIWKHOHFWXUHUVRQWKHµ(PEHGGLQJZULWLQJVNLOOV¶ project articulated a clear and often 
passiRQDWHEHOLHIWKDWVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJQHHGHGWREHLPSURYHG+RZHYHUWKHUH
appeared to be a great deal of confusion and frustration expressed about who should do it 
and how it could be done.  Moreover, when lecturers were asked about what they wanted 
VWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJWRORRNOLNHZKDWWKH\WKRXJKWLWZDVIRUDQGKRZWKH\DSSOLHGWKHLURZQ
FRQFHSWLRQV RI ZULWLQJ WR PDUNLQJ DQG DVVHVVLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ ZULWWHQ ZRUN WKH\ RIWHQ
42  
appeared confused and unsure about what they did actually expect.  Over time it was this 
discrepancy, between what lecturers thought and did, or did not think or do, around 
academic writing development, as much as the mismatch already identified, between 
VWXGHQWV¶SUHYLRXVZULWLQJH[SHULHQFHVDQGWKHLUWUDQVLWLRQWRDFDGHPLFZULWLQg in higher 
education, that created the germ of an idea that fed into the pilot study for the MPhil pilot 
study discussed next and ultimately the final PhD thesis.   
  
µ7RZDUGVDPRUHVLWXDWHGDQDO\VLVRIOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQG
ZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQWSUDFWLFHV¶- MPhil pilot study  
  
  
The pilot study  2009  /HFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQG
writing development practices.  
The impulse for 
research   
  
([SORULQJOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
and writing development practices.   
Research design   
  
Interviews  
  
F indings  
  
Lecturers are often insecure about themselves as 
academic writers and their role in developing 
students writing.   
  
As the background reading for the pilot study progressed, I became increasingly interested 
in the ways that dominant discourses around academic writing might be influencing how 
OHFWXUHUVDSSURDFKHGTXHVWLRQVDURXQGGHYHORSLQJWKHLURZQDQGWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLF
ZULWLQJ7KLVUHVHDUFKSURMHFWWRRNDVLWVVWDUWLQJSRLQWWKHLGHDWKDWILUVW\HDU6-$VWXGHQWV¶
academic writing development was going to be shaped, implicitly or explicitly, by their 
OHFWXUHUV¶H[SHFWDWLRQVDQGYDOXHVDURXQGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ+RZHYHUWKHVHZHUHDVWKH
SUHYLRXVµ(PEHGGLQJ :ULWLQJ6NLOOV¶ project had suggested, often confused and implicit.   
The following research questions were therefore created for the MPhil/pilot study:  
  
Q1. Drawing on current literature and practice, what working definitions of literacy skills 
for first year undergraduates in the School of Education can be posited?  
Q2. :KDW HIIHFWLYH SUDFWLFH FXUUHQWO\ H[LVWV LQ WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI ILUVW \HDU VWXGHQWV¶
literacy skills development in the School of Education?    
(i) What constitutes effective practice in the context of the study?  
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(ii) What evaluative tool(s) for measuring effective practice can be developed in the 
context of the study?  
   
Introduction  
The interrelated theoretical and practical basis of these research questions was deliberate.  
Drawing on the work of Lea and Stierer (2009), this research project sought to theorise 
GLVFRXUVHVLQIRUPLQJOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVDERXWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJGLVFXVVHGIXUWKHULQ
&KDSWHUZKLOVWWKHSUDFWLFDORULJLQVRIWKHWKHVLVGUHZRQP\RZQDQGP\FROOHDJXHV¶
SHUVRQDOH[SHULHQFHVRIVXSSRUWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ, and the extent to which we 
felt responsible for developing it as part of our specific subject teaching (discussed further 
in Chapter 4).  This duel focus reflected an idea developed in the work of Carr and Kemmis 
(1986) who insist that:  
  
The twin assumptions that all µWKHRU\¶ LV QRQ-SUDFWLFDO DQG DOO µSUDFWLFH¶ LV QRQ-
theoretical are [«] HQWLUHO\PLVJXLGHGµ7KHRULHV¶DUHQRWERGLHVRINQRZOHGJHWKDWFDQ
be generated out of a practical vacuum and teaching is not some kind of robot-like 
mechanical performance that is devoid of any theoretical reflection. Both are practical 
undertakings whose guiding theory consists of the reflective consciousness of their 
respective practitioners (p.113).  
  
Using this duality, , ZDQWHG WR H[DPLQH ZD\V LQ ZKLFK OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV DERXt 
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQGZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQWLQIOXHQFHGVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQWQRW
least, because lecturers are so closely bound up with teaching, setting and marking 
VWXGHQWV¶ZULWWHQDVVLJQPHQWV  ,WZDVDOVR LPSRUWDQW WRDFNQRZOHGJH WKDW OHFWXUHUV and 
students have a vested interest in producing assessed work that meets the disciplinary-
based writing practices underpinning assessment briefs (Lea and Street 1998, Lea and 
Stierer, 2000, 2009).    
  
Higher Education Academic Writing Practices  
The pilot study was the first of my research projects to look explicitly at academic writing 
as a situated practice.  This situated approach starts with the supposition that, upon entering 
higher education, lecturers and students are engaging with disciplinary-based academic 
ZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV7KH\DUHDOVRH[SHFWHGWRFRQVWUXFWDVXLWDEOHµGLVFRXUVDOVHOI¶WKURXJK
their adoption of established academic writing practices (Ivanic, 1998).  For many students, 
especially in humanities and social sciences, this involvHVSURGXFLQJ¶HVVD\LVWOLWHUDFLHV¶
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/HDDQG6WUHHW/LOOLVKDVFDOOHGWKHHVVD\µWKHSULYLOHJHGOLWHUDF\SUDFWLFH
ZLWKLQ VRFLHW\¶ S (VVD\ZULWLQJ KDV QRW VXUSULVLQJO\, therefore, been traditionally 
associated with higher education and higher cognitive thinking, although it is debatable if 
writing essays actually promotes deep learning and understanding any more than other 
written assessment forms (Hyland, 2002).  Nonetheless, Lillis argues that:   
  
The practice of essayist literacy is enacted and maintained through the formal 
LQVWLWXWLRQVRIVFKRROLQJDQGLQPDQ\ZD\VLVV\QRQ\PRXVZLWKIRUPDOVFKRROLQJ>«@
the further up the ladder you go the closer you are expected and assumed to come to 
WKHLGHDOVRIHVVD\LVWOLWHUDF\>«@,QRUGHUWR EHVXFFHVVIXOLQ+(VWXGHQWVPXVW>«@ 
learn the conventions of, essayist literacy (2001, p.53)  
  
Expectations around established academic writing practices, like the essay, are it can be 
argued, often wielded lLNHDµGLVFLSOLQLQJWHFKQRORJ\¶ exerting a formidable influence over 
VWXGHQWV¶ ZULWLQJ IRU DVVHVVPHQW $UFher, 2003b; Fairclough, 2001). The regulatory 
function of dominant academic writing practices, and the heavy investment students make 
in higher education, often creates an understandable desire IRUFRQIRUPLW\RUµDSSURSULDF\¶
(Fairclough, 1995), as students seek to reproduce disciplinary expectations and values in 
their academic writing in order to improve their grades.    
  
In addition, previous educational experiences in school and beyond, undoubtedly affect 
VWXGHQWV¶ IDPLOLDULW\ DQG FRQILGHQFHZLWK GRPLQDQW DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ SUDFWLFHV ,YDQLF
1998; Lillis, 2001).  0F*LYQH\  IRU H[DPSOH UHIHUV WR WKH µP\VWLTXH RI
XQIDPLOLDULW\DQGUHPRWHQHVV¶IDFLQJPDWXUHVWXGHQWVZKRKDYHHQWHUHGXniversity through 
a vocational route and who may not be very familiar with higher education academic 
writing practices like the essay.  Lillis (2001) also makes the point that undergraduates are:  
  
>«@FRQVWUXFWHGDVDQDXWRQRPRXVDQGVRFLDOO\QHXWUDORUHPSW\VXEMHFWV¶VXEMHFWWR
and informed by dominant educational discourses rather than their own feelings and 
preferences (p.24).  
  
7KLV QRWLRQ RI VWXGHQWV DV µHPSW\ VXEMHFWV¶, subjugated to dominant academic writing 
discourses, such as essayist literacies, is reinforced by the long-standing institutional lack 
of interest about any other vernacular or professional literacies that individual students may 
bring with them to university. There is also little sense in the Academy of how other 
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literacies might conflict with, or complement, the dominant, disciplinary-based academic 
writing practices which undergraduates are expected to adopt (Ivanic, 1998; Lea and Street,  
5HD\¶VUHVHDUFKH[SOLFLWO\GUDZVRQ%RXUGLHX¶V FRQFHSWRIµKDELWXV¶
(discussed in more detail in Chapters 4 and 5) to suggest that the more  familiar learners 
are with established academic writing practices and expectations, the more easily they 
acquire positive leaUQHUDQGZULWHULGHQWLWLHVLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ7KHGHJUHHRIµILW¶DURXQG
established academic writing practices and the development of a positive writing identity 
(Ivanic, 1998) appear, therefore, WR EH FUXFLDO WR PDQ\ XQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶ UHWHQWLRQ DQG
achievement (Doloughan, 2001).  Indeed, a failure to acknowledge the relationship 
between differing educational experiences and varying degrees of familiarity with 
dominant academic writing practices may explain why so many universities, even those 
drawing on a very heterogeneous student cohort, have not always responded imaginatively 
or pro-actively to the challenge of facilitating academic writing development of students 
from non-traditional educational backgrounds (Hayton and Paczuska, 2002).    
  
As the focXV JURXSV LQ µ(PEHGGLQJ ZULWLQJ VNLOOV¶  project confirmed, students often 
experience conflicting expectations regarding the written work they do eventually produce 
for different modules and/or lecturers across their programmes of study (Ivanic, Clarke and 
Rimmershaw, 2000; Higgins, Hartley and Skelton, 2002; Lea and Street, 2000).  This is 
may be because they are dealing with the different situated and implicit ways that lecturers 
define academic writing in terms of their own, often unacknowledged, value judgements, 
fears and anxieties about it (Chanock, 2000).  Interpreting what different lecturers expect 
IURPWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJLV, therefore, often a matter of inference and guesswork. For 
this reason Lillis and Turner (2001) argue for an:  
  
>«@HYDOXDWLYHPHWDODQJXDJHUHODWLQJWR>«@OLWHUDF\SUDFWLFHVLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ
>«@UHIOHFWVDQGHQDFWVDSRZHUIXOWUDGLWLRQUHODWLQJWRNQRZOHGJHPDNLQJDQG
language. (p.61)  
  
However, the use of such a metalanguage and the need for openness and dialogue assumes 
that lecturers themselves can fully articulate the origins and implications of their own 
academic writing practices, which is often not the case (Lillis and Turner, 2001).    
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All these factors create a situation where, despite the high stakes involved in the production 
of academic writing, students often find it difficult to work out how they can improve their 
academic writing, nor are they clear about what kind of advice they should be asking for 
(Ivanic and Clarke, 1997; Ivanic, 1998; Lea and Stierer, 1998; Lillis, 2001).  Lecturers 
PHDQZKLOHDUHRIWHQHTXDOO\XQVXUHDERXWKRZWRDUWLFXODWHZKDWWKH\FRQVLGHUWREHµJRRG
ZULWLQJ¶ HYHQ OHVV KRZ WR EHJLQ WR KHOS VWXGHQWV WR DFKLHYH LW +RXQVHOO  
Norton, 1990; Lea and Street, 2000; Lillis and Turner, 2001). Through consideration of 
WKLVGLOHPPD,PRYHGIURPDSRVLWLRQZKHUH,ZDVUHVHDUFKLQJKRZVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLF
ZULWLQJ FRXOG EH LPSURYHG WR RQH ZKHUH , IRFXVHG RQ OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI ZKDW
academic writing actually was and how that affected how they thought they might improve 
WKHLUVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJ7KLVVLJQLILFDQWVKLIW LQHPSKDVLVRQWRWKHOHFWXUHUVDZD\IURP
students, continued through to the research that I carried out for the final thesis.   
  
Research Design   
TKH03KLOSLORWVWXG\ZDVFRQFHLYHGRIDVDVLQJXODUµH[SORUDWRU\FDVHVWXG\¶<LQ
,WZDVFRQGXFWHGLQWKHVDPHµQDWXUDO¶ZRUN-based setting as the earlier research projects 
discussed above. Data were socially situated and collected primarily throuJKSDUWLFLSDQWV¶
written and verbal accounts.  Ontologically, the research drew on what Whitehead (1988) 
FDOOV D µOLYLQJ HGXFDWLRQ WKHRU\ RI SURIHVVLRQDO SUDFWLFH¶ WKDW LV HVVHQWLDOO\ D IRUP RI 
practitioner-based action-research. :KLWHKHDG¶V DSSURDFK HQFRXrages qualitative 
researchers to deepen their understanding of professional practices, such as academic 
writing, through an exploration of how they experience everyday professional settings and 
relationships.  Using this approach, the thrust of my questions to participants with regard 
to academic writing practices could be summed up as, µZKDW GR \RX GR DQG ZK\"¶
(Adapted from McNiff and Whitehead, 2000).  This approach offers:    
    
>«@QHZZD\VRIFRQQHFWLQJZKDWZHNQRZWKURXJKUHVHDUFKZLWKZKDWZHGRLQ>«@
HGXFDWLRQ>«@%X\VVHHWDOS 
  
McNiff and Whitehead, (2002) also make the point that practitioner-based action 
researchers are always researching themselves and their practice, as well as researching the 
practice of others.  In trying out this approach, therefore, I began, for the first time in my 
research career, to wrestle with the classic subject/object dichotomy implicit in traditional 
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qualitative research approaches.  This struggle culminated in the adoption of the post-
qualitative methodology discussed in Chapter 6.  
   
Collecting the Data   
(OHYHQ/HYHOFRUHPRGXOHOHFWXUHUVLQWKH6FKRRORI(GXFDWLRQ¶V6-$UHVSRQGHGWRP\
request for an interview and they formed the sample group for the pilot study.  Seven 
lecturers were interviewed and four responded via email (as they were unable to make an 
interview).  All were asked the following same set of questions.  
  
Q1  What kinds of writing practices/skills do you think first year students need? (RQ1)  
Q2  What writing skills do you think students most commonly lack during their first 
\HDU"¶54 
Q3  Do you currently use any strategies to develop your first year students' writing skills?  
(RQ2)  
Q4  How successful do you think those strategies have been? (RQ3)  
Q5  What problems do you experience around developing writing skills as part of the 
module(s) you teach? (RQ3)  
Q6  :KDWGR\RXWKLQN\RXUUROHFRXOGRUVKRXOGEHLQGHYHORSLQJILUVW\HDUVWXGHQWV¶ 
writing? (RQ3)  
  
Additional Data   
Field notes were used to record my observations about the research context as the study 
progressed.  These notes helped to capture my personal perceptions and reflections about 
the physical research setting, the writing practices that took place within it and pen-portraits 
of the various participants.  Many of these personal observations and comments now appear 
as part of the autoenthnographic material quoted throughout the main thesis.    
  
Analysing the Data  
7DNHQDVDZKROHWKHERG\RIGDWDFROOHFWHGIRUWKHSLORWVWXG\UHIOHFWHG+DNLP¶V
view that whilst case studies take people as their central unit of account, they are not 
primarily concerned with individuals as such, but with any patterns or trends in behaviour 
and perceptions that emerge through a study of the data.  Drawing on social theories of 
language (discussed further in Chapter 3), a simple version of discourse analysis was used 
as the main analytical tool for describing, analysing and interpreting interviews/accounts.  
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'LVFRXUVH DQDO\VLVZDV FKRVHQ DV LW IDFLOLWDWHG DQ H[SORUDWLRQ RI KRZ WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
choice of language might reveal their attitudes to, or more specifically their constructions 
of, academic writing practices.  Initially, I was looking to see if I could discern patterns 
that would help me understand the values and expectations informing academic writing 
practices as social phenomena within the research setting.  However, I also wanted to 
FRQVLGHULISDUWLFLSDQWV¶DFFRXQWVUHIOHFWHGZLGHUVRFLDOSROLWLFDODQGFXOWXUDOGLVFXUVLYH
formations around academic writing and writing in general.   
  
Findings   
7KHSLORWVWXG\¶VILQGLQJVLQGLFDWHGWKDWOHFWXUHUs, like students, were often contending with 
ZKDW /LOOLV FDOOHG WKH µLQVWLWXWLRQDO SUDFWLFH RI P\VWHU\¶ VXUURXQGLQJ ZULWLQJ LQ KLJKHU
education (2001, p.53). Both groups struggled with the confusion and ambiguity 
surrounding conventions and expectations around academic writing, which, as this study 
VXJJHVWHGDSSHDUHGWRDIIHFWOHFWXUHUV¶DELOLW\WRGHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJZLWK
FRQILGHQFH7KHILUVWWZRLQWHUYLHZTXHVWLRQVµ:KDWNLQGVRIZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVVNLOOVGR
you think first year students QHHG"¶DQGµ:KDWZULWLQJVNLOOVGR\RXWKLQNVWXGHQWVPRVW
FRPPRQO\ODFNGXULQJWKHLUILUVW\HDU"¶ZHUHGHVLJQHGWRHVWDEOLVKLISDUWLFLSDQWVIHOWWKHUH
was a need for student academic writing development in the setting.  Although the 
participants all agrHHGWKDWVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJQHHGHGWREHGHYHORSHGOLNHRWKHU
research in this field, their responses confirmed that knowing how to do it was a very 
GLIILFXOWSURSRVLWLRQ(YHQWKRXJKWKHFRQFHSWRIµJRRGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ¶LVDOOSHUYDVLYH
in the Academy (Lillis and Turner, 2001; Clarke and Ivanic, 1997), as the previous  CIEL 
study discussed above had shown, establishing what it actually looks like is notoriously 
difficult (Lillis, 2001; Lea and Street; 1998).   
  
Participants often felt strongly that students needed to read more widely in order to develop 
their understanding of subject-specific material. This was not just in terms of what they 
were being asked to read by lecturers, it also involved questioning how they were reading 
and for what purpose.  
  
,WKLQNVRPHVWXGHQWVKDYHGLIILFXOW\ZLWKQHZOLWHUDWXUH,W¶VOLNHJRLQJEDFNWREDVLFV  
(Lecturer J)  
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There was also a sense that higher education demanded different kinds of reading:  
  
[They] need to read with more focus. (Lecturer L)  
  
5HDGLQJZDVDOVRIUHTXHQWO\OLQNHGE\SDUWLFLSDQWV WRVWXGHQWV¶IUHTXHQW LQDELOLW\WRXVH
VHFRQGDU\ VRXUFHV HIIHFWLYHO\ LQ WKHLU ZULWWHQ DVVLJQPHQWV  7KH WHUPV µanalyse¶
µsynthesise¶ DQG µevaluate¶ ZHUH XVHG RYHU DQG RYHU DJDLQ WR GHVFribe what lecturers 
expected students to do with regard to their wider reading in written assignments.  
However, as the lecturer below comments:  
  
, WKLQN VWXGHQWV KDYH GLIILFXOW\ LQ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQDO\VLV DQG , GRQ¶W WKLQN ZH DV
lecturers explain it properly. (Lecturer R)  
  
Moreover, as the µ(PEHGGLQJ :ULWLQJ 6NLOOV¶ project had shown, these terms meant 
different things to individual lecturers and students, a fact not lost on some participants:  
  
>«@$UHZHDOOFRQVLVWHQW"'R,PHDQWKHVDPHDVHYHU\RQHHOVH"(Lecturer 
J1)  
  
Not only did lecturers often not know what their colleagues and other academics meant by 
many of these key terms, they were often not sure what they thought they meant 
themsHOYHV :KHQ LW FDPH WR FRQVLGHULQJ SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ YLHZV RQ WHFKQLFDO DFFXUDF\ D
VLPLODUVHQVHRIXQFHUWDLQW\HPHUJHG 3DUWLFLSDQWV¶FRPPHQWVDERXW WHFKQLFDODFFXUDF\
ZHUHXQLIRUPLQWKDWWKH\DOOFRPSODLQHGWRYDU\LQJGHJUHHVDERXWVWXGHQWV¶SRRUVSHOOLQg 
and punctuation, problems with grammar and sentence construction as well as an 
LQDSSURSULDWHXVHRIµabbreviations¶µslang¶µLQIRUPDOSKUDVLQJ¶µFRQYHUVDWLRQDOWRQH¶, 
DQGDµIDLOXUHWRXVHWKHSDVVLYHYRLFH¶.  Nonetheless, there was a lack of clarity when they 
were pressed to define, in positive terms, what they felt did constitute an appropriate 
academic style.  This lack of clarity was reflected in the variety of terms used by 
SDUWLFLSDQWVWRGHVFULEHµJRRG¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ7KHVHLQFOXGHGµcautiouV¶µREMHFWLYH¶
µULJKW¶µDFDGHPLF¶µDSSURSULDWH¶µFRPSOH[¶ DQGµVRSKLVWLFDWHG¶.  The essential vagueness 
of these terms is all that really connects them, and they are very typical of the kind of terms 
XVHGE\ OHFWXUHUV LQ RWKHU VWXGLHV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶writing in higher education (Lea and 
Street, 1998; Lillis and Turner, 2001).   
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5HIHUHQFLQJ ZDV LGHQWLILHG E\ DOO WKH OHFWXUHUV DV LPSRUWDQW IRU VWXGHQWV¶ ZULWLQJ
development.  This was not surprising, as Thesen (1997) states:   
  
The convention of referencing is what characterises the academic essay more than any 
RWKHUIHDWXUH¶S 
  
However, it was interesting that participants did not refer primarily to the largely 
mechanical process of getting the layout of referencing formats correct.  Indeed, over half 
of the participants held the view that although students were not familiar with the rigours 
of referencing conventions, they could, and should, acquire them independently.    
  
/HW¶VIDFHLWWKH\MXVWKDYHWROHDUQWKDWVWXII.   (Lecturer M)  
  
Rather, lecturer-SDUWLFLSDQWV WHQGHG WR UDLVH LVVXHV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ GLIILFXOWLHV LQ
understanding when and how to apply the secondary source material they had read within 
their own academic writing. This, they acknowledged, required a conceptual understanding 
RIKRZWRV\QWKHVLVHGLIIHUHQWVRXUFHVRILQIRUPDWLRQZLWKRQH¶VRZQWKLQNLQJ+RZHYHU
PDQ\RIWKHOHFWXUHUVIHOWIUXVWUDWHGDERXWVWXGHQWV¶LQDELOLW\WRGRWKLVHIIHFWLYHO\, so that 
typically:     
  
Quotes are slapped in so links are not made.  (Lecturer D)  
  
It was clear that many first year students were often very unsure about why they had to 
reference secondary sources when writing in higher education, as it had not been required 
to the same extent for previous educational qualifications, such as A Level or Access.  This 
raised other, more complex issues connected to referencing, not least the issue raised by 
three of the lecturers, that first year students often had very naïve views about theories of 
knowledge and consequently tended to be very uncritical when using wider reading.   
  
There is a lack of reflection on what they have read which means they are not able to 
relate quotes to their own ideas.  (Lecturer L)   
  
3DUWLFLSDQWV¶FRQFHUQVDERXWVWXGHQWV¶SRRUUHIHUHQFLQJZHQWEH\RQGDVLPSOHFRQYLFWLRQ
that they just needed to learn how to acknowledge secondary sources accurately. Indeed, 
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SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ FRPPHQWV RIWHQ KLQWHG DWPRUH FRPSOH[ TXHVWLRQV VXFK DV µ:KDW LV the 
SXUSRVHRIUHIHUHQFLQJ"¶µ+RZGRHVRQHHVWDEOLVKRUFRQWHVWZLWKVWXGHQWVWKHDXWKRULW\RI
GLIIHUHQW VRXUFHV"¶ DQG µ:KDW YDOXHV DQG DVVXPSWLRQV GRHV WKH SURFHVV RI XVLQJ RWKHU
ZULWHUV¶ ZRUGV and ideas imply about writing, and knowledge in higher education as 
RSSRVHGWRRWKHUNLQGVRIZULWLQJLQHGXFDWLRQDOVHWWLQJV"¶ 
  
7KH WKLUGDQGIRXUWK LQWHUYLHZTXHVWLRQQDLUHTXHVWLRQDVNHG µ'R\RXFXUUHQWO\XVHDQ\
VWUDWHJLHVWRGHYHORS\RXUILUVW\HDUVWXGHQWV
ZULWLQJVNLOOV"¶DQGµ+RZVXFFHVVIXOGR\RX
think WKH\ KDYH EHHQ¶ 7KHVH TXHVWLRQV SURGXFHG VRPH LQWHUHVWLQJ UHVSRQVHV IURP
participants.  Two lecturers expressed a high degree of uncertainty about their ability to 
HYHQEHJLQWRZRUNZLWKVWXGHQWVRQWKHLUZULWLQJUHVSRQGLQJZLWK³You tell me¶DQGµ,W¶s 
QRWVRPHWKLQJ,KDYHUHDOO\WKRXJKWDERXW¶ when first approached for an interview.  Six 
others talked about themselves in terms that, to varying degrees, suggested they felt like 
novice writing developers:   
  
,GRQ¶WWKLQNZHGRDVDZKROHJXLGHWKHP into the way in which we expect academic 
writing styles to be.  (Lecturer J2)  
  
To be honest I am not always sure what I should be doing to help them with their 
writing (Lecturer T)  
  
However, all participants agreed that they did try to offer students some kind of embedded, 
related writing development activities during their delivery of core modules.  Activities 
used by participants included: referencing exercises; quizzes and practice; use of online 
activities such as building a wiki; participating in an online forum and accessing study 
skills support websites; peer reviewing an assignment; modelling effective writing 
practices; discussions about writing; producing microthemes (short, unassessed writing on 
a specific theme); using double-entry journals (DEJs); controlled conditions writing 
activities and free writing. Two activities, the modelling of writing for a specific 
assignment and using online resources, were used extensively by most of the lecturers.  
Microthemes, peer review, DEJs and free writing were used more intermittently across 
modules and only by those lecturers who had identified themselves as particularly 
LQWHUHVWHGLQGHYHORSLQJVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJPRVWRIZKRPKDGSDUWLFLSDWHGLQWKHSUHYLRXV
µEmbedding Writing Skills µSURMHFW  ,Q DGGLtion to any writing development activities 
52  
delivered throughout core modules, as described above, all the lecturers offered all students 
one-to-one support and small group tutorials towards the end of the subject-specialist 
module to support their production of final written summative assignments.   
  
It was clearly felt by participants that academic writing development activities such as DEJ 
FRXOGKHOSVXSSRUWVWXGHQWV¶NQRZOHGJHDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIVXEMHFW-specific issues and 
subjects.  
  
They (DEJs) seem to help students focus on what reading for academic purposes 
actually is for[ ...] I used the feedback  given on DEJs to emphasise to students what 
reading and referencing in their own work really means in practical terms. For 
example, it LVQ¶W MXVW DERXW EXQJLQJ VRPH TXRWHV LQ 7KH\ KDYH WR LQFRUSRUDWH WKH
VHFRQGDU\VRXUFHVLQWRWKHLURZQZULWLQJWKHLURZQWKLQNLQJ>«@(Lecturer B)   
  
and   
  
By encouraging [students] to explore the real focus or meanings of what they read 
double-entry journals (DEJs) almost put students in a position to avoid being 
GHVFULSWLYH RU DQHFGRWDO >«@ '(-V KHOS WKHP WR SURFHVV LQIRUPDWLRQ UDWKHU WKDQ
reiterate what they read [and] can  give students the opportunities to learn how to use 
reading to inform their own thinking «/HFWXUHU$ 
  
Formative assignments were also felt to be effective:   
  
As preparation for the first summative assignment students do a number of short 
formative pieces of writing on selected skills and subject areas. (Lecturer P)  
  
As another lecturer put it:  
  
I think the more they can engage in formative, practical writing tasks the better, 
because they will then make gradual prRJUHVV UDWKHU WKDQXV VD\LQJ µHere is the 
DVVLJQPHQWJRDZD\DQGGRLW¶. (Lecturer M)  
  
Research by Newell-Jones, Massey and Osborne (2005), into staff and student perceptions 
of academic writing development activities in higher education degree programmes, 
reported that half of the teaching staff in their study felt that teaching writing skills was not 
SDUW RI WKHLU UROH 5DWKHU WKH\ ZDQWHG VWXGHQWV¶ ZULWLQJ GHYHORSPHQW WR EH GHDOW ZLWK
through external additional support provision.  Although the majority of  lecturers in this 
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study (9 out of 11), appreciated the opportunity to refer students to external writing support, 
they also felt some responsibility for addressing writing development issues within their 
own teaching sessions.  Not surprisingly, how to frame the delivery of embedded writing 
development activities, alongside subject-specific content, emerged as an important 
pedagogic issue.  Several of the participants debated how important they felt it was to 
reposition academic writing development for students as a process, rather than just 
DOORZLQJLWWREHVHHQSXUHO\DVWKHµHQGSURGXFW¶RIDVVHVsment.  This idea is echoed in the 
quote below, which was typical of a number made by participants on this subject:  
  
We may need to drop some of the [subject-specific] content so that we can spend more 
time on process [but] we need to teach process so that we can signpost independent 
learning.  (Lecturer N)  
  
Indeed there were some quite complex strategies used by participants to embed academic 
writing support as outlined below:  
  
I have made some changes to my level 1 module and I am going to use a staged 
assignment where they will submit four separate small pieces of writing including a 
microtheme, a double entry journal and an action plan. These will all be counted 
towards their final grade but only the final piece of writing (that is quite short) will be 
assessed against the assessment criteria. I hope that this will allow the students to start 
handing in assessed work early and getting feedback and support on their writing.  
(Lecturer L)      
  
and   
  
I get them to look at A, C and E essays in terms of content and writing skills.  Re the 
latter, I get them to identify and articulate in groups in their own words what 
constitutes good writing skills based on their analysis of the essays, hoping that the 
transparency that emerges will feed through into their essay writing.   (Lecturer B)  
  
However, this amount of detail in planning and implementing writing development within 
a subject-based session was unusual in the setting.   
  
Several participants commented on the lack of communication between lecturers in the 
setting around academic writing development activities and there were few opportunities 
to team-teach.  As one participant commented ruefully:  
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,GRQ¶WNQRZZKDWRWKHUSHRSOHDUHGRLQJZLWKWKHLUVWXGHQWVDURXQGZULWLQJ (Lecturer 
J2)  
 
Seminar groups in the research setting were generally large (35+), a fact that definitely had 
implications for rooming groups together and team-teaching.  Nonetheless, it was evident 
that some participants felt that co-teaching around writing development, across seminar 
groups, could be a useful way of helping less experienced staff gain confidence as writing 
developers.  
  
It was clearly important to some lecturers that they needed to be more specific with students 
about what they wanted them to produce in written assignments, rather than leaving them 
WRWU\DQGZRUNLWRXWE\IROORZLQJWKHNLQGVRILPSOLFLWZULWLQJµFXHV¶WKDW/LOOLVDQG7XUQHU
(2001) refer to in their paper.  As one lecturer put it:  
  
,WKLQNLW¶VDERXWPDNLQJZKDWZHZDQWH[SOLFLWEHFDXVe what we want is quite often 
very transparent.  I think we do owe it to the students to be absolutely explicit about 
what we are expecting regarding their writing. (Lecturer B)  
  
7KHLGHDWKDWVWXGHQWV¶VXEMHFW-specific learning could improve through a more process-
led, interactive approach to writing development in higher education echoes the findings 
of other researchers working in the field (Fairclough, 2001; Lea and Street, 1988; Lillis, 
2001).  Ivanic (1998), in particular, outlines in her research how process-led writing 
GHYHORSPHQW DFWLYLWLHV DFWHG DV DQ HIIHFWLYH EULGJH EHWZHHQ VWXGHQWV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ of 
their subject and their ability to write successfully about it.  Indeed she suggests in some 
RIKHUODWHUZRUNWKDWZULWLQJHVVHQWLDOO\µPHGLDWHV¶OHDUQLQJ,YDQLF7ZROHFWXUHUV
ZHUH H[SOLFLW DERXW WKHLU DZDUHQHVV RI WKLV PHGLDWLRQ RU GLDOHFWLF EHWZHHQ VWXGHQWV¶
understanding of subject-specialist knowledge and the ways they could be taught to 
H[SUHVV RU LQ ,YDQLF¶V WHUPV µPHGLDWH¶ WKDW knowledge effectively in their academic 
writing:  
  
We need to do more work on analysis and process rather than just cover the subject. 
(Lecturer M)  
  
and   
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We need to try to show the processes of producing academic writing as part of the 
subject specific content of the module.  (Lecturer T)  
  
+RZHYHU LQ WKHLU UHVSRQVHV WR LQWHUYLHZ TXHVWLRQV  DQG  µ:KDW SUREOHPV GR \RX
H[SHULHQFHDURXQGGHYHORSLQJZULWLQJVNLOOVDVSDUWRIWKHPRGXOHV\RXWHDFK¶"DQGµ:KDW
do you think your role could or shRXOG EH LQ GHYHORSLQJ ILUVW \HDU VWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJ"¶
participants did highlight a number of barriers or problems with regard  to implementing 
academic writing development with their students.  For example, embedded academic 
writing development activities, VXFK DV WKRVH XVHG LQ WKH µ(PEHGGLQJ :ULWLQJ 6NLOOV¶ 
project, whilst seen as an effective way of delivering writing development by the majority 
of lecturers, were deemed to require considerable confidence and expertise in order to 
deliver effectively.  Unfortunately, there is plenty of evidence, (discussed in Chapters 4 
and 5),  that delivering academic writing development in this way has not traditionally been 
YLHZHG DV DQ LPSRUWDQW DVSHFW RI OHFWXUHUV¶ SURIHVVLRQDO GHYHORSPHQW, or professional 
identity in higher education (Biggs and Tang, 2007; Lea and Street, 1998; Ramsden, 2003).  
    
On a practical level, some lecturers were worried about how they could make time for 
developing embedded writing development activities, such as feeding back on writing for 
formative and unassessed writing tasks within existing workloads.  This reflected Murray 
DQG.LUWRQ¶VUHVHDUFKZKLFKGHPRQVWUDWHGKRZLWLVRIWHQGLIILFXOWIRUXQLYHUVLW\
lecturers to undertake work on writing development, as well as fulfilling all their subject 
specific teaching, research and administrative duties.   
  
As one lecturer stated:   
  
,WZRXOGEHXVHIXOWRKDYH>«@PRUHIRUPDWLYHVXEPLVVLRQVDQGZRUNVKRSVWKRXJKWKH
VHPHVWHUVWUXFWXUHDQGHQGRIVHPHVWHUVXEPLVVLRQVWUXFWXUH>«@inhibit this. (Lecturer 
N)  
  
The need to make space for academic writing development activities and ensure that they 
were timed to complement assessment preparation is an often unacknowledged aspect of 
curriculum delivery that any embedded writing development model needs to factor in.  This 
concern was often raised by participants, through discussions about the relationship or 
balance between subject content and writing development.  As one participant stated:  
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How much of the subject area do you take out to fit in the writing activities?  (Lecturer 
A)  
  
Uncertainty about balancing the curriculum was also coupled with a general feeling that 
subject-specific content had to come first because:  
  
The modules are quite rightly based around the subjects that the learning outcomes 
focus on, and so whether there is room in those modules to start developing writing 
VNLOOVLVDYHU\LPSRUWDQWTXHVWLRQ>«@ (Lecturer N)  
  
Clearly participants felt that there was a desire to fulfil tight teaching timetables and meet 
the demands of formal assessment regimes.  In addition, meeting the writing needs of large 
groups potentially generated a lot of extra work for lecturers, especially if they were 
required to feedback on unassessed formative academic writing tasks.  Nonetheless, some 
lecturers in the setting had addressed this problem by using group blogs, where students 
ZHUHHQFRXUDJHGWRUHDGDQGFRPPHQWRQHDFKRWKHU¶VFRQWULEXWLRQVUDWKHUWKDQMXVWUHO\LQJ
on the lecturer to do so.    
  
Most participants in the pilot study tended to be quite proactive in their support to all 
students, not just those they perceived to be struggling with their writing; they were 
accordingly keen to incorporate the use of process-led, unassessed writing activities and 
LWHUDWLYHIHHGEDFN+RZHYHU/HDDQG6WLHUHU¶VUHVHDUFKVXJJHVWWKDWDQDEVHQFHRI
professional and institutional opportunities, or any encouragement to take on the role of 
writing developer, may help explain many subject-specific lecturHUV¶ ODFN RI FODULW\ RU
interest around what forms academic writing development could or should take in their 
sessions.    
  
Interestingly, the pilot study also appeared to provide an opportunity for some of the 
participating lecturers to reflect on their own struggles with academic writing, noting:  
  
I am still finding out what kind of writing I should be producing for journals.  (Lecturer 
A)  
  
and   
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They [the students] and we [the lecturers] are all bound by conventions and by 
structures and the real difficulty then is the style [of academic writing]  (Lecturer D) 
Several also talked about how writing at doctoral level had helped them develop a 
more explicitly metacognitive, situated approach to writing development for students:  
  
[In my Ed Doc] we have assignments coming up and that was really informative to 
engage in that because it makes me sympathise with the students; this whole thing of  
µDP,JHWWLQJWKHOHYHOULJKW"¶>«@,W¶VVRQHUYHZUDFNLQJZULWLQJDQDVVLJQPHQWDQG
each time the night beforH,KDYHWKRXJKWLW¶VMXVWUXEELVK,KDYHEHHQZRUNLQJRQWKLV
IRUDJHV¶EXWLWFRXOGMXVWEHZD\RIIEHFDXVH,GRQ¶WUHDOO\NQRZDQGWKDWKDVEHHQ
very informative for me as a lecturer thinking I need to avoid doing that to students 
and to be as open as ,FDQDERXWZKDWZH¶UHH[SHFWLQJDQGZK\ZHZHUHDVNLQJWKHP
to do things in particular. (Lecturer C)  
  
This more metacognitive, reflective approach created a greater awareness of how and why 
academic writing practices operate in particular ways within higher education settings, 
such as those suggested by Ivanic and Lea (2006).  As one lecturer stated:  
  
I now try [with students] to say that writing will help you work out what you think so 
GRQ¶WMXVWWKLQNRILWDVDKRUULEOHWDVNDWWKHHQGRIOHDUQLQJDQGWKDWLWLVSDUWRIWKH
learning and it will help you work out what you think, although do students get that?  
6RPHGR>«@ (Lecturer L)  
  
This type of reflective comment suggested that for some lecturers, their own writing 
histories, both past and present, influenced and intersected with their expectations and 
assumptions around writing and writing development strategies for students.  As Lecturer 
C comments:  
  
, WKLQN>,@PXVWKDYHEHHQLQIOXHQFHGE\EHLQJD3ULPDU\6FKRRO WHDFKHU>«@EHLQJ
IXVV\DERXWµRKZULWHDVHQWHQFHDQGGR\RXUSXQFWXDWLRQVDQGZULWHLQSDUDJUDSKV¶
and going on about those things to \HDUROGV«,¶PVXUHWKDW¶VKDGDQLQIOXHQFHEXW
I think I had to think it through since working in HE about what is the purpose of 
ZULWLQJ>«@EHFDXVHLWZRXOGEHUHDOO\SDWKHWLFLIZKDW,WKRXJKWZDVLPSRUWDQWDERYH
all else was it being nicely presented and no spelling mistakes.   
  
Despite the fact that several of the lecturers in the pilot study identified a lack of 
NQRZOHGJHFRQILGHQFHDERXWKRZWRGHYHORSVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJWKHUHZDVQRXQLYHUVLW\RU
school-wide commitment in the research setting aimed at developing a coherent and 
systematic writing developer/development programme for staff.  As outlined in Chapters 
4 and 5, this is the case in many higher education institutions, where support around writing 
58  
development remains predominately bolt on and piecemeal for students and lecturers 
(Doloughan, 2001).  
  
Conclusions   
In spite of the obvious shortcomings of separating academic writing development for 
students from their acquisition of discipline knowledge, it is a division that remains strong 
in many universities (Doloughan, 2001), including the research setting.  Students are, more 
often than not, taught a subject without the opportunity to engage explicitly with the 
processes, such as writing for assessment within that discipline, that underpin the 
articulation of their subject-specific learning.     
  
The variance in confidence and awareness between different lecturers in the research 
setting, suggested there should be more opportunities for lecturers to discuss their values 
and expectations DERXWVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQGZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQW,  as well as 
the content and purpose of the written assignments that they are setting for assessment.  All 
the lecturers in the study expressed a clear desire to be better supported in developing 
writing for students and embedding writing development into subject-specific curriculum 
design.  Co-teaching with experienced, confident or trained specialist writing staff to 
develop writing and/or offer extra writing support sessions for students was also mentioned 
by several participants as one way that this could be achieved.   
  
In conclusion, the pilot study made a case for challenging the traditional lack of interest 
around academic writing practices in many higher education institutions.   In their work on 
professional development for higher education lecturers, Lea and Stierer (2000) agree that 
many lecturers would benefit from professional programmes designed to support them as 
writing developers, just as so much research suggests that students would benefit from a 
more coherent approach to specifically developing their academic writing (Wingate, 2006).  
One can argue that proactive institutional support around writing development, and 
embedding writing development into programmes, could help lecturers and students to 
develop more confident writing identities. This is because such strategies would help 
develop of a clearer, possibly more critical understanding, of the historical and cultural 
values and assumptions underpinning academic writing assumptions in higher education.   
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5HIOHFWLRQVRQµ7RZDUGVDPRUHVLWXDWHGDQDO\VLVRIOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLF
ZULWLQJDQGZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQWSUDFWLFH¶  
5HIOHFWLQJRQWKLVSURMHFW,IHOW,ZDVEHJLQQLQJWRORRNPRUHµGDUNO\¶LQWRWKHVXEMHFWRI
lecturHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV$VWKHUHVHDUFKSURJUHVVHG, it became 
apparent that the lecturer-participants, when prompted, often had complicated feelings 
about academic writing and writing development that hinted at a recognition of the 
essential complexity and situatedness of writing in higher education as posited by the New 
Literacy Studies theorists (discussed in Chapter 3).  This complexity, however, had not 
been anticipated by the rather operational focus of the pilot study research.  For example, 
all participants had indicated that technical accuracy was important, yet I had not 
questioned why they thought so to such a strong and uniform degree.  Nor had I asked them 
to articulate their understanding of the relationship between technical accuracy and the 
VWXGHQWV¶DELOLW\WRH[SUHVVWKHLUOHDUQLQJDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJ+RZHYHU,QRZUHDOLVHGWKDW
I needed  to address those questions by opening up a more situated discussion about how 
OHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVDERXWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFes were discursively constituted This 
would include asking  how lecturers positioned themselves, or were positioned, within 
dominant academic writing discourses within higher education.   
  
Although the pilot study started out by focussing on the extent to which participants felt 
WKH\ VXSSRUWHG VWXGHQWV¶ DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ DQGZULWLQJ GHYHORSPHQW LW HQGHGZLWK WKH
realisation that what so much of what lecturers do with students around academic writing 
development depends greatly on their own history and identity as writers, and in particular 
with their writing identities in the academy. Indeed, engaging in the research process had 
encouraged participant lecturers to reflect on their own academic writing practices.  This 
unexpected and welcome outcome eventualO\OHGWRWKHFRQFHSWLRQRIDµKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ
ZULWLQJKDELWXV¶DVGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHUVDQG 
  
In the light of the uncertainties raised by participants about what actually defines academic 
writing, I felt that I should have probed further into what individual lecturers meant when 
WKH\ XVHG WHUPV OLNH µDQDO\VH¶ µV\QWKHVLVH¶ DQG µHYDOXDWH¶ when discussing writing 
practices with regard to assignments, feedback and assessment criteria.  I began to wonder 
if my participants had ever had the time to discuss or reflect upon what they really thought 
WKH\PHDQWZLWKUHJDUGWRWKHLURZQDQGRWKHUV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ7KHUHZDVFOHDUO\DQ
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opportunity to develop a different approach to this topic, one that might facilitate a deeper, 
more complex appreciation of the issues academic writing practices raised for lecturers in 
higher education.    
  
&ULWLFDOO\ DQDO\VLQJ OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI WKHPVHOYHV DV DFDGHPLFZULWHUV HPHUJHG
from the pilot study as a fruitful area for further research.  It reflected a concern that 
eventually developed into the discussion in Chapter 5 about the fluidity and mutability of 
academic process through academic writing practices like doctorates and journal writing. 
I was increasingly thinking about my own position as a lecturer and researcher, not least, 
because I was part of the same work environment and social practices as my participants.  
Moreover, as a PhD student, I was engaged in my own very personal struggle with 
dominant academic writing and research discourses.  I could not step out of this research 
as an external observer, I was living it and it was about me as much as anyone else that 
might be involved in it.  All of which required me to think hard about the limitations of 
traditional qualitative research design.  
  
The ILUVWUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQIRUWKHSLORWVWXG\µ'UDZLQJRQFXUUHQWOLWHUDWXUHDQGSUDFWLFH
what working definitions of literacy skills for first year undergraduates in the School of 
(GXFDWLRQFDQEHSRVLWHG"¶KDG,QRZUHDOLVHGEHHQUDWKHUVXSHUILFLDO ,t assumed that 
understanding academic writing and writing development practices lay in identifying and 
discussing what lecturers did (or said they did).  Indeed, what was most interesting about 
the whole dynamic between lecturers, students and academic writing practices was not so 
much what was said and observed, but what was not said or seen (at least on the surface).  
In this way the pilot study data had revealed the tip of a very large, problematic pedagogic 
iceberg. For example, it was clear that many of the lecturers in the setting perceived 
themselves to be novices in academic writing development.  This was in contrast to the 
more secure identities they had as experts and teachers in their disciplinary field.  It would, 
therefore, be important in any future research to explore the potential tensions around 
writing identities for lecturers as writers and writing developers in the Academy.  
  
:LWKUHJDUGWRWKHVHFRQGSLORWVWXG\UHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQVµ:KDWHIIHFWLYHSUDFWLFHFXUUHQWO\
exists in the developPHQWRIILUVW\HDUVWXGHQWV¶OLWHUDF\VNLOOVGHYHORSment in the School 
RI(GXFDWLRQ¶µ:KDWFRQVWLWXWHVHIIHFWLYHSUDFWLFHLQWKHFRQWH[WRIWKHVWXG\¶DQGµ:KDW
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evaluative tool(s) for measuring effective practice can be developed in the context of the 
stuG\"¶ WKH GDWD LOOXVWUDWHG KRZPDQ\ H[SHFWDWLRQV DQG DVVXPSWLRQV DURXQG DFDGHPLF
writing practices in higher education are implicit.  Although participants were often very 
LQWHUHVWHG LQ VWXGHQWV¶ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ WKH\ QRQHWKHOHVV DUWLFXODWHG WKHLU SHUFHSWions 
about it in a rather superficial way.  This suggested that academic writing and writing 
GHYHORSPHQW FRXOG RU VKRXOG QRW EH UHGXFHG WR VLPSOH RSHUDWLRQDO IRUPV RI µJRRG
SUDFWLFH¶IRUOHFWXUHUVRUVWXGHQWV5DWKHULWFRQILUPHGWKDWZULWLQJLGHQWLWLes and abilities 
in higher education were complex and increasingly the product of hybridised practices, not 
only reflective, but digital (Barnett and Di Napoli, 2008).  I felt therefore, that it was not 
possible to produce a set of conclusions and recommendations that could identify and 
LPSOLFLWO\SURPRWHµEHVWSUDFWLFH¶,WZDVKRZHYHUSRVVLEOHWRREVHUYHWKDWOHFWXUHUVDQG
students, in this and in previous studies in the setting, largely agreed that effective practices 
around writing and writing development practices were inextricably bound up with 
lecturers and students developing confidence and competence in those practices. That 
notwithstanding, confidence and competence are notoriously difficult to evaluate in any 
measurable way.  For this reason, it was very difficult to produce any meaningful 
HYDOXDWLYHWRROV IRUPHDVXULQJHIIHFWLYHSUDFWLFHDURXQGGHYHORSLQJVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJLQ
the setting out of the data.  
  
In conclusion, completing the MPhil pilot study opened up less fixed ways of thinking 
about academic writing and writing development practices in higher education for me.  I 
now felt that academic writing development practices were much more than a concrete set 
of activities that could be simply, observed, collected, critiqued and reassembled to 
improve practice in the setting.  Invisible, behind what the student and lecturer participants 
did, or said they did, or thought they did, lay a whole mass/mess of contradictory, 
unarticulated perceptions and expectations about writing practices in the setting which 
required a more fluid methodology and onto-epistemology.     
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2.3 Introduction to the PhD thesis µ7KURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶$SRVW-qualitative case 
VWXG\LQWROHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ   
  
PhD 
2009  
Through a glass darkly:  A post-qualitative case 
VWXG\LQWROHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLF
writing   
The impulse for 
research   
  
Can anyone really define academic writing?  
  
Research design   
  
A rhizomic/postmodernist approach that 
problematises the whole question of conducting 
qualitative education research into academic writing.  
  
F indings  
  
Nobody really knows what academic writing is or 
should be, but that is an important thing to recognise 
in the academy.  
  
The research journey detailed above shows how I, over time, shifted my position 
ontologically and epistemologically (a journey discussed further in Chapter 6).  To 
summarise, in the first project I undertook around academic writing µ'HYHORSLQJ WKH
Writing Skills of F irst Year Early ChiOGKRRGDQG(GXFDWLRQ6WXGHQWV¶I thought that the 
outcomes of my research into academic writing could be measured.  I also thought the 
outcomes of the research were quantifiable, even though I realised at the end that at best 
they were debatable.  Next, in WKHµ(PEHGGLQJ:ULWLQJ6NLOOV¶project I sought to include 
colleagues more  in the research, as I wanted to acknowledge that the research data was 
FRQVWUXFWHGRXWRIP\RZQDQGSDUWLFLSDQWV¶H[SHULHQFHVDQGRSLQLRQV+RZHYHU,GLGQRW
attempt to explore different subjectivities operating in the research and accepted everything 
DWIDFHYDOXH,QWKH03KLOSLORWVWXG\µ7RZDUGVDPRUHVLWXDWHGDQDO\VLVRIOHFWXUHUV¶
perceptions of academic writing and writing development practices¶ I had used critical 
discourse analysis to highlight how interpretative and therefore inherently subjective the 
accounts collected as data were.  However, the issue of power was not really explored in 
my subsequent analysis of that data.     
  
For the PhD thesis, in the light of these earlier, formative research experiences, I wanted to 
take a more consciously nuanced account of how lecturers made sense of and related to 
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their own academic writing practices.  This was because I felt that perceptions and personal 
experiences of academic writing must inform how participating lecturers related to the 
LVVXHVRI VWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQGZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQW ,WZDVDOVR LPSRUWDQW WR
acknowledge that I now viewed the whole subject of academic writing practices very 
differently. In this sense, P\ UHVHDUFK KDG PRYHG IURP D VSHFLILF IRFXV RQ VWXGHQWV¶
problems with academic writing, to a wider interest in academic writing per se as a 
problematic discursive conceptualisation.  As the grid below suggests, this much more 
complex conceptualisation had definite research implications.  
  
Pre-thesis conceptualisation of 
academic writing   
Problematised conceptualisation of  
academic writing used in thesis  
Autonomous   Ideological   
Objective  Subjective   
Techniscist skills set   Social practice   
Universal    Situated  
Functional   Creative    
Performative   Developmental   
Fixed   Fluid  
  Consequences for research approach?  
Figure 9: Conceptualisations of academic writing   
  
The more I looked at the previous projects, with their research questions and different 
methodologies, the less I felt they said anything about this new more complex 
conceptualisation of academic writing practices.   These projects had not taken account of 
my subjectivity and therefore did not refleFW WKH FRQIOLFWHG DQG PXOWLSOH µ,¶ RI WKH
researcher, which was for me, an increasingly important part of the research process.  I 
WKHUHIRUHIHOW,KDGWRPRYHDZD\IURPDVNLQJZKDWZDVWKHUHµWRNQRZ¶DERXWOHFWXUHUV
perceptions and practices around academic writing practices. Instead, I gravitated towards 
more open questions such as, µ:KDW FDQ EH LQIHUUHG DERXW WKH GRPLQDQW GLVFRXUVHV LQ
KLJKHUHGXFDWLRQLQIRUPLQJOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVDERXWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ"¶7KLVVKLIWLQ
focus ultimately involved treating my data collection and analysis as a more critical and 
creative process. Furthermore, it initiated an ontological change that reflected my new 
understanding of epistemology, or knowledge-gathering.  These shifts and changes 
GHPDQGHG,DGRSWDµQHZUHVHDUFKOLWHUDF\¶6W3LHUUHDSZKLFKDOORZHGPHWR
articulate the meaning of my data in a less deterministic way and to:  
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>«@ SURGXFH GLIIHUHQW NQRZOHGJH DQG WR SURGXFH NQRZOHGJH GLIIHUHQWO\ >«@ 6W
Pierre, 1997a, p. 175)  
  
Consequently, I felt suspicious of any methodological prescription or dogma that sought to 
fix the meaning of academic writing practices.  It was necessary, therefore, as I proceeded 
to the PhD stage, to produce a set of modified research questions, which better reflected 
the new ontological and epistemological turns that my research interests had taken.  For 
WKLV UHDVRQ , FKRVH WR FUHDWH ZKDW , KDYH FDOOHG UHVHDUFK µSURYRFDWLRQV¶ UDWKHU WKDQ
research questions, as I thought they better facilitated an exploration and problematisation 
of the gaps and contradictions that had emerged out of the pilot study data analysis.   
  
Thesis research provocations:  
Q1. What is academic writing and how do dominant discourses about academic writing in 
KLJKHUHGXFDWLRQDSSHDUWRLQIRUPOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVLQ
the research setting?  
Q2. How can post-TXDOLWDWLYH UHVHDUFK LQWR OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUceptions of academic writing 
practices open up a debate about academic writing development practices in higher 
education?  
  
These provocations allowed the PhD to become distinctly more theoretical, even 
philosophical, in its orientation towards academic writing practices.  Simultaneously, the 
adoption of a post-qualitative methodological approach embraced the multiplicity and 
cRPSOH[LW\RIOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVDERXWWKRVHSUDFWLFHV 
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Epilogue   
Over the period that this chapter covers I have tried to delineate why I became 
interested in how the slippery, liminal spaces around identity, power, epistemology 
and pedagogy affect academic writing practices in higher education and my 
research into them. I began to see that there was more work to be done around 
critical pedagogies with regard to academic writing.  In order to engage with these 
ideas, I knew that I had to go beyond the established modernist/Enlightenment 
intellectual heritage offered by traditional educational research models.  This was 
mainly because I was no longer sure that qualitative educational research could, 
as it often claims, produce objects of knowledge through an objective observation 
and analysis of people and practices.  Indeed, I felt uncertainty about the very 
nature of academic writing and any attempt to conduct research into it.   
I therefore needed to find another way of thinking about academic writing and 
carrying out educational qualitative research.  What follows therefore, is not an 
evidence-based humanist research project, rather the thesis offers itself as a form 
of bricolage, a Deleuzean assemblage of ideas, a conversation between the 
literature, the participants and myself about academic writing and practices in 
higher education.  
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 Chapter 3: Reconceptualising Academic W riting Practices: Muddling 
through and mixing it up - how linguistic, discursive and 
epistemological theoretical frameworks create new contexts for 
academic writing.  
 
Prologue  
In Chapter 2 I discussed how my research journey towards a more complex re-
conceptualisation of academic writing practices had, as Lillis and Turner 
(2001) predicted, served only to create more questions than answers.   In 
addition, as a researcher I had come to realise that: 
  
[«] an absence of theory leaves the researcher prey to the unexamined, 
unreflexive preoccupations and dangerously naïve ontological and 
epistemological a prioris [«] (Ball, 1995, pp.265-6) 
 
As I embarked on this thesis, therefore, I needed to leave descriptions of 
OHFWXUHUV¶ SUDFWLFHV DQG RSHUDWLRQDO SUREOHP-solving behind and begin to 
consider how OHFWXUHUV¶perceptions of academic writing might be informed by 
different and competing epistemologies and discourses.  This was an indistinct 
µILHOGRIHQTXLU\¶5LFKDUGVRQ), through which I could do no more than 
ORRNµGDUNO\¶ To begin, I therefore needed to struggle with theories informing 
WKHGRPLQDQWGLVFRXUVHVDURXQGOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRf academic writing. Not 
least because: 
 
The interpretations and theoretical assumptions on which [research is] 
based are not neutral but are part of, and help to construct, political and 
ideological conditions [for the research] (Alvesson and Sköldberg, 2000, 
p.8) 
 
I was now convinced that lecturers and students, like myself,  were often 
struggling with what Lillis and 7XUQHUFDOOWKH³LQVWLWXWLRQDOSUDFWLFHRI
P\VWHU\´VXUURXQGLQJDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQS
In this next chapter I wanted to theoretically interrogate thRVHµmysteries¶ by 
asking the following questions.  Where do established conceptions of academic 
writing in higher education come from?  Were they susceptible to change?  
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Could they be challenged?  Do lecturers actually have a clear idea what 
academic writing is?  And finally, how do I and my fellow lecturers negotiate 
and re-negotiate their/my/our personal relationships with those practices?  I 
agreed with Richardson (2000) who observed that: 
 
[«] WKHUHLVQRVXFKWKLQJDVµDWKLQJ¶VSHDNLQJRIµLWVHOI¶EHFDXVH things 
are always constructed and interpreted [«] (p.58) 
 
For the thesis, therefore, I decided to treat academic writing as something that 
could be re-constructed and re-interpreted using theoretical frameworks that 
potentially disrupt, defamiliarise and problematise authoritative and privileged 
theories and concepts.    
 
3.1 Introduction: Research into W riting: turn and turn again 
 
This thesis treats academic writing practices in higher education as part of a rhizomic 
configuration of interrelated experiences and discourses existing within what Donald 
called the "muddle of education" (1985, p.242).  Muddled and difficult to define, 
academic writing practices are nonetheless taken to be relational and historically 
situated. By foregrounding their historicity this section attempts to delineate how 
previous discourses and practices around academic writing have: 
  
[«] in terms of power and knowledge shaped the structure of the present 
(Olsen and Cole, 2006, p.185).    
 
Writing as a social practice is irremediably polysemous; engaging humans  in virtually 
any process, from scratching marks on a surface that connote shared meanings in a 
community, to highly sophisticated and differentiated communication systems resulting 
from different practices and settings, such as disciplinary-based  academic writing in 
higher education (Tolchinsky, 2003).  Research about writing can also take many forms. 
Linguistics researchers often study the pragmatics of lexis and syntax in conversation 
or texts, or they focus on technical aspects of language acquisition such as phonics or 
orthography.  In comparison, much educational research on writing has focussed on 
how children learn to write, or find it difficult to do so.  This thesis is concerned 
primarily with how students and lecturers come to recognise, or are inducted into 
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specific forms of disciplinary-congruent forms of academic writing whilst in higher 
education.  It is also concerned with the places occupied by academic writing in higher 
education - its ontologies, as well as what is thought or known about writing in that 
academic world - its epistemologies.   
 
7ROFKLQVN\DUJXHVWKDWZULWLQJ¶VµEHLQJLQWKHZRUOG¶GLIIHUVIURPRWKHUIRUPV
of communication because it involves a physical mode of production that separates, in 
time and space, the writing artefact/product from the writer/subject/producer.   
Moreover, written texts are more than just a record or repository of the physical writing 
marks that they contain, they are objects that can be regarded as vibrant entities imbued 
ZLWKZKDW%HQQHWWFDOOVµWKLQJSRZHU¶7KDWLVWKH\are generative and pregnant 
ZLWK WKH SRVVLELOLW\ RI QHZPHDQLQJV 0XFK RI WKH µWKLQJ SRZHU¶ HPDQDWLQJ IURP
written texts can be attributed to the inherently intertextual nature of writing. 
Intertextuality is especially constitutive of academic writing practices, as in academia 
it is the business of lecturers, researchers and students to endlessly read and compare 
texts (books and journals) in order to create new forms of writing (essays, dissertations, 
PhDs, new research and more books and journals etc.).  The use of quotations, citations, 
and bibliographies are further manifestations of constant how written material in the 
academy is constantly recirculating and being re-inscripted.   
 
The research focus of this thesis into OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQs of academic writing 
practices seeks to explore those perceptions and the world or lived experience that they 
emerge from.  In his book An Introduction to Discourse Analysis (1999) Gee posits that 
worlds can never be known directly, rather they are always constructed, or given 
meaning, through language.  This conceptualisation, how one experiences the world, 
was part of what Gee (1996), LQDQHDUOLHUZRUN WHUPHGWKHµVRFLDO WXUQ¶DVKLIW, he 
argued, that influenced all social sciences in the latter half of the twentieth century by 
challenging old certainties and hierarchies.  $WWKHKHDUWRIWKHµVRFLDOWXUQ¶LVWKHLVVXH
of power relations in social domains and how they are inevitably reproduced through 
social practices.  This thesis is interested in the kinds of power relations embodied in 
social practices around academic writing in the social domain of higher education.  
The postmodern theoretical frameworks outlined in this chapter have informed the 
choice of a post-qualitative research paradigm (which is discussed in more detail in 
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Chapter 6).  Schostak and Schostak (2013) employ a fishing net analogy from Diprose 
and Ferrell (1991) to describe how postmodern theoretical frameworks work in post-
qualitative research to create: 
 
[«] strings of meaning [which] produce the holes in the material world in such 
a way that what is presented is as much the product of the unsaid as of the said. 
(p.viii) 
 
Post-qualitative research is not, therefore, about framing a discussion and creating 
bounded spaces, which can then be used to define and explain research subjects/objects.  
Conversely, it employs theories and concepts to make visible how social realities or 
perceptions are shaped by dominant discourses, which create only the illusion of 
bounded, understood spaces (or strings of meaning). Between dominant discourses 
however, there exist alternative, liminal spaces through which other meanings form and 
move, that are neither visible nor understood. (That is, one FDQRQO\VHHWKHPµthrough 
a glass darkly¶. 
 
A post-qualitative approach draws (directly and indirectly) on all WKHµSRVWV¶6W3LHUUH, 
1997b).  These include, post-structuralism, postmodernism, post-colonialism, post-
feminism, post-revolutionary and post-emancipatory forms of enquiry that together 
help foster a more open post-qualitative approach for educational research.  It is 
important, however, to point out  that this use of WKHVXIIL[µSRVW¶VLJQLILHVDQRQJRLQJ
HQJDJHPHQW ZLWK LPSRUWDQW µLVPV¶ VXFh as feminism, colonialism and racism in 
opposition to any belief that society has moved beyond such social issues.  Indeed, St. 
Pierre and Pillow (2000) argue that µSRVW¶LVRIWHQXVHGWRGRPHVWLFDWHRUGLPLQLVKWKH
power of the original movement, a claim they strongly refute.    
 
Lastly, post-qualitative research embraces what µ1HZ0DWHULDOLVWV, such as Bennett 
(2010) and Bradotti (1994), have called the µRQWRORJLFDOWXUQ¶.  As Course (2010), an 
anthropologist, points out, this ontological turn is: 
 
>«@ QHLWKHU D ³VFKRRO´ QRU HYHQ D ³PRYHPHQW´ EXW UDWKHU D SDUWLFXODU
commitment to recalibrate the level at which analysis takes place. (p.248). 
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The ontological turn offers educational qualitative researchers a flattened, non-
hierarchised onto-epistemological landscape (Latour, 2005), through which they can 
navigate the µrigorous confXVLRQ¶ (St. Pierre, 1997b, p.281) of lived experience.   
 
This post-qualitative thesis uses the confusion and freedom offered by the social and 
ontological µturns¶ to examine critically a number of interconnected and 
interdisciplinary linguistic, discursive and epistemological theoretical frameworks  
informing academic writing practices in higher education namely; social literacy 
theories and their educational implications; theories of discourse and power and the 
concepts of habitus, doxa and linguistic capital. These frameworks open up new ways 
of thinking about how to research academic writing practices. They are an attempt to 
avoid creating educational research that promotes what Kinchloe (2005) calls 
µPRQRORJLFDONQRZOHGJH¶ and researchers who: 
 
[«] are satisfied with right and wrong answers that preclude the need for other 
perspectives. Thus, monological knowledge is a smug knowledge that is content 
with quick resolutions to the problems that confront researchers (2005, p. 326). 
 
Monological researchers, he suggests, fail to recognise any cultural, discursive, 
ideological, and epistemological dimensions µ[«] in the rationalistic quest for order 
DQGFHUWDLQW\¶moreover µthick descriptions are lost to the forces of order DQGFHUWDLQW\¶
(Kinchloe, 2005, p.326). 
 
The theoretical frameworks explored in this chapter attempt to avoid the kind of 
epistemological µVPXJQHVV¶.LQFKORH condemns.  Across this thesis theory is  used to 
problematise, even celebrate, issues thrown up by postmodern, post-qualitative 
approaches and methodologies, in order to deconstruct what Alvesson and Sköldberg, 
(2000) term the µWDNHQ IRU JUDQWHGQHVV¶ of dominant discourses around academic 
writing practices.   
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3.2 The Autonomous Model of L iteracy 
 
Despite the intertextuality and situatedness that characterised the production and 
consumption of writing, the work of early linguists like Bloomfield (1933) treated it as 
a decontextualised set of skills.  This skills model, which Street (much later in 1984) 
WHUPHG µDXWRQRPRXV¶ constituted spelling, punctuation and grammar aV D µQHXWUDO
WHFKQRORJ\¶ZKLFKRQFHDFTXLUHGFRXOGEHapplied by individuals universally without 
reference to any ideological and cultural values.  In autonomous, skills-based models, 
µJRRG DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ¶ is defined by the idea that each writer makes, or has the 
potential to make, individual choices whereby they select and  then uniquely combine, 
words from an internalised (disciplinary-based) lexicon, in order to express their 
subject-specific learning clearly and effectively.   
 
Across all educational sectors autonomous models of writing operate as a dominant 
discourse informing academic writing practices. Everyone working in education is, 
therefore, firmly ORFDWHGZLWKLQD³JUDPPRFHQWULF´ZRUOG+RVNLQ 1990).  In such a 
world, one can argue that academic writing practices function as forms of regulation 
and differentiation as they are inextricably:  
  
[«] centered on individual and individual difference, both normalization and 
pathologisation [«] realised within a set of assessing, diagnostic, prognostic 
and normative practices.  (Hoskin, 1990, p.52) 
 
As such, one can view academic writing as exerting what Foucault (1979) in The 
History of Sexuality terms µGLVFLSOLQDU\SRZHU¶Street (2000) argues that this discursive 
form of power: 
 
[«] disguises the cultural and ideological assumptions that underpin [writing, 
so they] can then be presented as though they are neutral and universal (p.18).   
 
Intangible and diffuse, disciplinary power subjects everyone within its ambit to constant 
surveillance and control. It is perpetuated through observance of normative standards 
in society, which are maintained through a pervasive µapparatus of uninterrupted 
H[DPLQDWLRQ¶ Foucault, 1981, p.186).  In higher education, the examination and 
surveillance of teaching and learning standards is often mediated through forms of 
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academic writing. Written assignments, of one form or another, remain a common 
(although not the only, and not always the most important) vehicle for mediating 
learning across most disciplines.  Academic writing summative assignments certainly 
continue to be the most conventional means by which humanities and social science 
students are assessed and ranked.  
 
The examination of summative written assignments may appear to individuate learners 
by reifying and rendering their learning visible so that it can be judged on its own terms.  
However, one can argue that it is actually the normalisation of dominant discourses like 
the autonomous model of writing, which only appear to unproblematically regulate 
conceptions of academic writing through forms of discipline and differentiation.  As 
Gee (1996) wrote, these dominantµELJ'¶ discourses actually represent the: 
 
[«]different ways in which we humans integrate language with non-language 
³VWXII´VXFKDVGLIIHUHQWZD\VRIWKLQNLQJDFWLQJLQWHUDFWLQJYDOXLQJIHHOLQJ
believing, and using symbols, tools, and objects in the right places and at the 
right times so as to [«] give the material world certain meanings. (p.13) 
 
 In this sense, written summative assignments, and the specific disciplinary academic 
writing practices they enact, can be seen as the main means by which many 
undergraduates integrate the language of learning with the non-ODQJXDJH µVWXII¶ of 
learning, as they clearly involve µWKLQNLQJ DFWLQJ LQWHUDFWLQJ YDOXLQJ IHHOLQJ
EHOLHYLQJDQGXVLQJV\PEROVWRROVDQGREMHFWVLQWKHULJKWSODFHVDQGDWWKHULJKWWLPHV¶ 
(ibid). 
 
Written summative assignments are also used to classify students into neat hierarchical, 
unindividuated positions along a norm-referenced spectrum, (so that a piece of writing 
can be judged as a 48% opposed to a 76%).  In this way, dominant discourses about 
academic writing are invisibly stitched into higher education taxonomies around 
standards.  However, powerful conceptualisations around what constitutes µgood 
academic writing¶ maintain their dominance by obscuring the very social and cultural 
power relations that underpin and inform them precisely because they create: 
 
[«] certain sorts of meaningful connections in our experience, and privilege 
certain symbols systems and ways of knowing over others. (Gee, 1996, p.13)  
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Foucault over a number of early  key texts (1982, 1984) outlined how power relations 
allow dominant discourses to VROLGLI\ RYHU WLPH LQWR µREMHFWV¶ of knowledge and 
domination that are difficult to contest or resist.  Similarly, in his classic essay, 
³Common sense as a cultural system´*HHUW]) describes how established social 
practices often translate in everyday language as µcommon-sense¶ and concludes: 
 
Common sense is not what the mind [«] spontaneously apprehends; it is what 
the mind filled with presuppositions [«] concludes. No religion is more 
dogmatic, no science more ambitious, no philosophy more general. Its tonalities 
are different, and so are the arguments to which it appeals, but [«] it pretends 
to reach past illusion to truth, to, as we say, things as they are.  (p.74) 
 
This thesis argues therefore that µbig D¶ discourses around academic writing standards   
may be experienced as µcommon-sense¶, however,  they are constructions, maintained 
by discursive and disciplinary power relations, rather than self-evident universal 
standards that can be unproblematically applied WRLQGLYLGXDOV¶ZULWLQJ.  
 
3.2.1 The µGreat Divide theory of literacy¶  
 
Within Western cultures dominant writing practices associated with powerful settings 
and social groups, such as academic writing in higher education, enjoy a long-standing 
high symbolic value and discursive dominance across wider society.  One manifestation 
of this dominance was a heated debate that developed during the early 1960s which 
turned on alleged differences between so-called oral and literate cultures.  Its effect was 
to reinforce the cultural privileging of writing over other forms of communication.  
Great Divide theorists, as they came to be known, maintained that on an individual level 
there was a correlation between the ability to read and write and the development of 
higher cognitive skills such as thinking conceptually.  On a macro level, they argued 
that fundamental epistemological and cultural changes occurred when a society 
changed from a predominately oral state to one that had developed literacy (Levi-
Strauss, 1966; Goody, 1977; Goody and Watt, 1963; Olson, 1977; Ong 1982).  Goody 
sums the Great Divide position up thus: 
 
[«]writing, and more especially alphabetic literacy, made it possible to 
scrutinise discourse in a different kind of way by giving oral communication a 
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semi-permanent form; this scrutiny favoured an increase in scope of critical 
activity, hence of rationality, scepticism, and logic [in societies]. (1977, p. 11) 
 
This DOOHJHGLQFUHDVHLQµUDWLRQDOLW\VFHSWLFLVPDQGORJLF¶ZDVGXHDFFRUGLQg to Great 
Divide theorists, to a belief that once ideas, information and forms of knowledge got 
written down in physical objects, such as books, they became independent from their 
original oral sources.  No longer fixed spatially in communities and individuals, written 
ideas, information and forms of knowledge were then, it was claimed, inevitably 
experienced in more abstract, atemporal ways (Goody, 1977).   
 
Writing was, in this way, historically constructed by the Great Divide theorists as a key 
component of Western cultural superiority.  Ong (1982), for example, placed societies 
on a spectrum spanning µIXOORUDOLW\¶WRµIXOOOLWHUDF\¶.  In the latter, written texts were 
increasingly regarded as pre-eminent UHSRVLWRULHVRIµFXOWXUDOSRZHU¶. This contrasted 
with the treatment of oral traditions of knowledge-keeping such as the African griot or 
$XVWUDOLDQ$ERULJLQDOµVRQJOLQHV¶, which were culturally devalued.  Openly dismissed 
as primitive, such indigenous practices only reinforced the marginalisation of groups 
who practised them (Cole, 1996).  Moreover, it was common for religious, legal and 
historical texts to be used to reify the authority of colonisers in the West.  In particular, 
VR FDOOHG µschooled literacies¶, that inevitably embodied the economic and cultural 
capital of the colonisers, further ensured that Western education and the writing 
practices that it endorsed worked to oppress the very people it was ostensibly µFLYLOLVLQJ¶ 
(Matusov and St John, 2004).  
 
3.3 Social Theories of L iteracy/L iteracies 
 
Challenging limiting and oppressive conceptions of writing, such as autonomous 
models and Great Divide theories, alongside the culturally dominant neoliberal world-
view that they underpin, requires a considerable methodological and ideological shift 
in how writing is viewed in society.  For example, social literacy theorists like Scribner 
and Cole (1981), refuse to make any simple links between illiteracy and the lack of 
individual cognitive abilities or wider societal development as posited by Great Divide 
theorists.  Instead social literacy theorists treat writing practices, like other social 
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practices, as part: 
 
[«] of a domain [«] framed by its culture. Their meaning and purpose are 
socially constructed through negotiations among present and past members. 
[Such] activities thus cohere in a way that is, in theory, if not always in practice, 
accessible to members who move within the social framework. These coherent, 
meaningful, and purposeful activities are >«@most simply defined as the 
ordinary practices of the culture. (Seely-Brown, Collins and Duguid, 1989, p.1) 
 
This notion of domains reinforces the idea, originally formulated in Berger and 
Luckmann (1966),  WKDWWKHDSSDUHQWVWDELOLW\DQGµJLYHQQHVV¶RIGRPLQDQWHVWDEOLVKHG
academic writing practices and institutions and the social realities that they support, are 
discursively constructed not µUHDO¶RUµWUXH¶LQDQ\FRQFUHWHVHQVH 
 
Social theories of literacy also suggest that constant social interactions foster the 
development of multiple literacy practices. These multiple practices differentiate 
communities and groups existing within particular settings or domains in what Gergen 
(2009KDVWHUPHGWKHµ«RQ-JRLQJFRQIOXHQFHRIUHODWLQJ¶S As Hull and Shultz 
(2002) write:   
 
Literacy is [«] based on cultural production and reproduction. (p.193) 
 
Hence the meaning and use of any given literacy or writing practice, no matter how 
established, is always plural because it speaks though the sum of its multiple, 
VHGLPHQWHG µVHPDQWLF OD\HUV¶ WKDW have accrued over time and which constitute it 
diachronically in discursive terms (Bakhtin, 1981, p.276).  Moreover, as they negotiate 
WKHVHµVHPDQWLFOD\HUV¶, writers operate agentically. They are µQRPDGLF¶VXEMHFWV who 
aUH µDPELYDOHQWDQGSRO\YDOHQW¶Lather, 2006, p.43) about the writing practices and 
artefacts that they constantly use, for different purposes, in their everyday lives. 
 
Unlike proponents of autonomous models, interpretive sociolinguistic research 
maintains that language use (in written or verbal form) does not just convey general 
and decontextualised information.  For example, Gumperz (1982b) showed how his 
research subjects used and recognised a variety of lexical, structural, and prosodic 
µFRQWH[WXDOLVDWLRQ FXHV¶ WR FRPPXQLFDWH RU QRW across different social domains.  
Gumper]¶Vcues signified very specific social and cultural meanings around race, class 
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and status that delineated and reproduced social and cultural discrimination around, 
amongst other things, employment.  Working in the same period, Brice-Heath (1982) 
showed how the three different communities within the Piedmont area of the Carolinas, 
USA that she researched: Trackton, Roadville, and Maintown, could not be divided 
easily into categories like literate/illiterate.  Nor could those binary labels be related to 
the intellectual or cognitive development of individuals in those communities in the 
way that the Great Divide theorists had suggested.  Indeed, her research showed that 
each group in the study LGHQWLILHGGHSOR\HGµVWULNLQJO\¶ different literacies for a variety 
of social purposes that could not be easily categorised or hierarchised (Brice-Heath, 
1982).  Baynham and Prinsloo (2009) call these early researchers, who blurred the 
ERXQGDULHVEHWZHHQVRFLDODQWKURSRORJ\DQGVRFLROLQJXLVWLFVµILUVW-generation literacy 
VWXG\WKHRULVWV¶ 
 
3.3.1 New Literacy Studies 
 
Pioneering literacy researchers, Gumperz (1982b) and Brice-Heath (1982), 
demonstrated how literacy was experienced and used differently by individuals and 
groups in society.  The idea that language was not just a neutral technology of 
communication was further developed by a group, whose work comes under the 
umbrella term of New Literacy Studies (NLS).  Important NLS researchers include 
Barton and Hamilton (1998); Barton, Hamilton and Ivanic, (2000); Gee (1996) and 
Street (1984, 1995). Collectively their studies replaced the FRQFHSWRIµOLWHUDF\¶ZLWK
µliteracies¶. They contended that it was unhelpful and potentially damaging to treat 
literacy as the product of a unitary, autonomous skill set that could be taught or learned 
independently of its context of use.  Street (1984) called this emerging alternative model 
of literacy, µLGHRORJLFDO¶ (whilst acknowledging that the autonomous model was equally 
as ideological as any other model of literacy, including his own).  6WUHHW¶V ERRN 
Literacy in Theory and Practice (1984), openly rejected many of the assumptions 
underpinning the work of the Great Divide theorists, arguing that an alternative, 
ideological model of literacy:   
 
[...] offers a more culturally sensitive view of literacy practices as they vary 
from one context to another. This [ideological] model starts from different 
premises than the autonomous model ± it posits instead that literacy is a social 
practice, not simply a technical and neutral skill [...]. It is about knowledge: 
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the ways in which people address reading and writing are themselves rooted in 
conceptions of knowledge, identity, being. Literacy, in this sense, is always 
contested. (Street, 1984, pp.7-8) 
 
Street, moreover, maintained that there was no empirical base to the autonomous model 
of literacy, creating what Bartlett and Holland (2002) FDOODµSDUDGLJPDWLFUHYROXWLRQ¶
in literacy studies.   
 
The overtly critical and ideological take on the literacy practices that NLS theorists 
advanced, helped open up the idea that literacy practices, like other social practices, are 
informed by wider cultural discourses and influences, such as neoliberalism and 
globalisation (Ball, 2007; Wallace, 2002).  Accordingly, NLS theorists often produced 
broadly ethnographic treatments of literacy practices, where domains, such as the home 
and the workplace, were characterised by clearly differentiated sets of literacy practices, 
texts and events, operating differently in various cultures.  For example, Street extended 
the earlier work of Scribner and Cole (1981) who had studied the interplay between 
numerous literacies used by the Vai people of Liberia.  His field studies (1984), based 
in rural Iran, observed so-FDOOHGµLOOLWHUDWHEDFNZDUGYLOODJHUV¶XVLQJGLVWLQFW OLWHUacy 
forms for specialised purposes, such as education and trading.  6WUHHW¶Vstudies in Iran 
went on to influence and inform a whole international research movement which 
Baynham and Prinsloo (2009) categorised as WKHµVHFRQG-generation of social literacy 
WKHRULVWV¶7KLVJURXS¶V alternative approach to language use created a progressively 
pluralistic and situated analysis of literacy/literacies that heightened awareness of how 
all human cultures navigated their divergent and complex worlds, through their use of 
different texts and literacies.   
 
In the UK, Hamilton and Barton (1998) in Local Literacies: A Study of Reading and 
Writing in One Community, examined how a working-class community used multiple 
literacies for a range of purposes in their everyday lives.  Their study demonstrated the 
extent to which individuals were connected with each other through their use of various 
literacies, both formal and vernacular, and membership of wider societal communities, 
as well as contact with cultural, economic, political discourses.  Barton and Hamilton 
FRQFOXGHGWKDWWDNLQJWKHFRPPXQLW\¶VOLWHUDF\SUDFWLFHVDVDZKROHRQHFRXOGDUJXH
that: 
 
78 
[«] literacy simultaneously serves both individual and social purposes and, in 
fact, there can be multiple and conflicting purposes in any literacy events.   
(1998, p.6) 
 
7KH SOXUDOLVP DQG LQWHUFRQQHFWHGQHVV RI HDFK LQGLYLGXDO¶V OLWHUDF\ SUDFWLFHV in that 
study was exempOLILHGE\+DPLOWRQ¶VODWHUFRQFHSWRIµOLWHUDF\HFRORJLHV¶ 
 
The essence of this approach is that literacy competence and need cannot be 
understood in terms of absolute levels of skill, but are relational concepts, 
defined by the social and communicative practices with which individuals 
engage in the various domains of their life world.  (p.176) 
 
+DPLOWRQ¶V (2002) µOLWHUDF\HFRORJLHV¶ reflected %URQIHQEUHQQHU¶V (1979) concept of 
social ecologies where: 
 
The ecological environment [like the literacy environment] is conceived as a set 
of nested structures, each inside the next, like a set of Russian dolls [«] (p.3)  
 
Like Bronfenbrenner (1979), Hamilton (2002) also argued that all interpersonal 
relationships, even the most intimate family relationships such as the parent/child 
relationship, were informed by and linked to wider societal communities and cultural, 
economic, political discourses, and that all these domains used different literacies.  
 
Figure 10 offers an adaptation of BroQIHQEUHQQHU¶V (1979) social ecological theory to 
show how individuals are situated within an ecology of different nested literacies that 
change throughout their lives, but remain connected in various ways.  
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Figure 10: Adaptation of %URQIHQEUHQQHU¶V Ecological Theory (1979) and Barton and Hamilton¶Vsocial theory of individual and community 
use of literacies. 
Exo-literacies (formal) 
Legal literacies 
Policy literacies 
Political literacies 
Religious literacies 
Health literacies 
Educational literacies 
Micro-literacies 
(Vernacular) 
family/school/peers/ 
neighbours/workmates!
!"#$%$&'()*#+,(*-.
/time and space) 
L iteracies change 
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in and out of 
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and literacy 
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their lifetime. 
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e.g. 
Humanism 
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Although it is by no means exhaustive, Figure 11 attempts to populate WKHµ<28¶ at the 
FHQWUHRI%URQIHQEUHQQHU¶VHFRORJLFDOPRGHOE\representing, more rhizomically, the 
connections between different kinds of social and situated relational and multiple 
literacy use described by Barton and Hamilton (1998).   
 
 
 
 
Figure 11: TKHµ<28¶DWWKHFHQWUHRI%URQIHQEUHQQHU¶VHFRORJLFDOPRGHO (1979)  
 
%DUWRQDQG+DPLOWRQ¶V/DQFDVWHUVWXG\VKRZHGKRZdifferent life events, such 
as joining a hobby group or getting ill could engage an individual rhizomically in a 
whole range of interconnected literacy practices.  Figure 12 illustrates the way that any 
aspect of literacy, in the example given, health literacies, might be used in various ways 
by any given individual at any given time for different purposes. 
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Figure 12: Using health literacies  
 
Figure 13 (p. 82) represents the same health literacies rhizomically in an attempt to 
show the interconnectedness and relationships between the different aspects of 
literacies usage.  Each element of this rhizomic map is, provisional and temporary, all 
WKHHOHPHQWVFDQDQGZLOOFKDQJHDVLQGLYLGXDOV¶OLWHUDFLHVHQGOHVVO\UHDFWDQGLQWHUDFW
as people go about their everyday lives.  A rhizomic map showing one individual¶s use 
of all the different literacy domains (as represented in the adaptation of 
%URQIHQEUHQQHU¶V(1979) ecological model in Figure 10, p. 79), would eventually create 
one huge, dynamic interconnecting web of multiliteracies, a concept discussed in the 
next section.  
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Figure 13: Rhizomic representation of heath literacies  
 
By drawing attention to the situatedness of all kinds of literacies, NLS opened the way 
for a more complex and dynamic conceptualisation of literacy practices, including those 
developing out of new digital technologies, as discussed in the next section. 
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3.3.2 Multiliteracies 
 
The New London *URXS¶V MRLQWO\ authored paper, 'A Pedagogy of Multiliteracies: 
Designing Social Futures' (1996), is one of the cornerstones of social theory-based 
research into literacies.  In a key extract, The New London Group (NLG) asserted that: 
 
[«] the human mind is embodied, situated, and social. That is, human 
knowledge LVLQLWLDOO\GHYHORSHGQRWDVµJHQHUDODQGDEVWUDFW¶but as embedded 
in social, cultural, and material contexts. Further, human knowledge is initially 
developed as part and parcel of collaborative interactions with others of diverse 
skills, backgrounds, and perspectives joined together in a particular epistemic 
community, that is, a community of learners engaged in common practices 
centered around a specific (historically and socially constituted) domain of 
NQRZOHGJH:HEHOLHYH WKDW µDEVWUDFWLRQV¶ µJHQHUDOLWLHV¶DQG µRYHUW WKHRULHV¶ 
come out of this initial ground and must always be returned to it or to a 
recontextualised version of it. (p.69) 
 
The 1/*¶Vconcept of multiliteracies encouraged a more sophisticated analysis of the 
µPXOWLSOLFLW\ RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQV FKDQQHOV DQGPHGLD¶ that people were increasingly 
exposed to (New London Group, 1996 p.61).  Moreover, it was not long before their 
approach was also being used to explore how digital technologies, which towards the 
end of the twentieth century were increasingly used in everyday life, were opening up 
an assorted set of new literacies and literacy practices (Gee, 2008).  Simultaneously, 
combining language (written and spoken), visual images, symbols and sounds the new 
digital literacies embody a vibrant and constantly changing hypertextuality.  This is 
epitomised by the diverse literacies, discourse communities and identities proliferating 
across the Internet (Lankshear and Knobel, 2008; Merchant, Gillen, Marsh, and Davies, 
2013), in different forms of the media (Bennett, Kendall and McDougall, 2011) and in 
video gaming (Gee, 2003; Salen, 2007).  Kress (2003), moreover, argued that the 
adoption of so many innovative digital literacies creates significant: 
 
[«] choices about how what is to be represented should be represented: in what 
mode, in what genre, in what ensembles of modes and genres [and] on what 
occasions. (p.117) 
 
Baynham and Prinsloo (2009) maintain that this third generation of social literacy 
theorists¶ZRUN is typically about the shift: 
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[«] from the local to the translocal, from print based literacies to electronic and 
multimedia literacies and from the verbal to the multimodal [«] (p. 2)  
 
Social literacy researchers have certainly been very interested in charting how the 
multiple modes and genres characterising digital literacies engender different hybrid 
IRUPVRIµGHVLJQJUDPPDU
that is, ways of reading and creating communication.  These 
new grammars fundamentally expand how people communicate across domains, often 
with interesting and unexpected consequences.  Social literacy theorists are also 
interested in how digital technology continues to facilitate the rise of global literacies 
which link and create discourse communities and practices, both nationally and 
internationally (Gee and Hayes, 2011).  In addition, they examine how global literacies 
reinforce existing international power relations, often excluding individuals and 
communities across cultures and geographical boundaries (Selfe and Hawisher, 2005).  
 
The implications of digital multiliteracies are particularly far-reaching for education.  
Higher education, in particular, has not been slow to employ electronic technologies 
such as the Internet, social networking sites, blogs, You-tube, conference and 
presentation software, avatars, eportfolios and virtual learning environments to 
communicate with students, exchange information, deliver teaching material and assess 
students.  However, it has been suggested that students often arrive at university more 
conversant with these emerging multimodal literacies than many of their lecturers, a 
fact that may destabilise traditional power relations in the classroom (Knobel and 
Lankshear, 2007).   
 
For this reason, many social theory researchers have argued that educators need to 
engage with students through a µSHGDJRJ\ RIPXOWLOLWHUDFLHV¶, which recognises the 
diversity and sophistication of literacies that  learners use, irrespective of what stage 
they are in their education (Cope and Kalantzis, 2000, Ivanic, Satchwell and Smith, 
2007).  Young and Muller (2007), in their analysis of the sociology of education, raise 
the fundamental pedagogic issue of how to: 
 
[«] overcome the discontinuity (sometimes expressed as a conflict) between 
the formal, codified, theoretical and, at least potentially, universalizing 
knowledge of the curriculum that students seek to acquire and teachers to 
transmit, and the informal, local, experiential and everyday knowledge that 
pupils (or students) bring to school. (p.173) 
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Using their analysis, if one replaces the idea of µNQRZOHGJH¶ZLWKµOLWHUDFLHV¶, one can 
begin to see how educators might benefit from a theoretical framework which critiques, 
and allows for the complications informing, the relationship between digital and/or 
vernacular literacies and more formal schooled literacies.  One can also posit a link 
between the concept of multiliteracies DQG %HUQVWHLQ¶V  original concept of 
language µFRGHV¶DQG µcode-VZLWFKLQJ¶ in education.   
 
For example, in his later work, Bernstein (1996) explores the extent to which children 
employ an infinite range of literacies that they can draw on in the course of their 
everyday lives, both within and outside of formal schooled literacies. He also argues 
that values, beliefs and attitudes will all be reflected in the µFKDUDFWHULVWLF W\SHV RI
language use and relateG OLWHUDF\ SUDFWLFHV¶  S91) operating within any 
educational setting.  Many studies (Kalantzis, Cope and Slade, 1989; Crowther, 
Hamilton and Tett, 2001; Hamilton, 2001), have explored the tensions between 
vernacular, µout-of-school¶ literacies, which are used every day by different, especially 
disenfranchised, groups of learners, and the more formal schooled literacies they are 
expected to use inside educational settings. These studies show how, although 
vernacular literacies are often systematically undermined and excluded by educational 
settings, they nonetheless help to establish and maintain learners¶ personal and 
community identities as they move between the domains of home and education.  They 
also reveal the extent to which the various literacies employed by individuals, position 
and reposition them differently across different domains and discourse communities at 
different times in their lives.  
 
All this raises the issue of how, in order to explore fully the implications of the inherent 
mutability and instability of literacies, this research required a more postmodern 
theoretical orientation to language use and literacies in practice. 
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3.4 Postmodern Theories of W riting  
 
Social theorists looking at literacies traditionally rely on: 
 
[«] observable, collectable and/or documentable specific ethnographic detail 
of situated literacy events, involving real people, relationships, purposes, 
actions, places, times, circumstances, feelings, tools, resources [...]   
(Tusting, Ivanic and Wilson 2000, p.213) 
 
Postmodern approaches to literacies and language, however, move beyond such a 
purely phenomenological approach, preferring to see the study of literacies as rooted 
in: 
 
[«] the actual and densely contextualised forms in which language [and by 
implication literacy practices] occur in society (Blommaert, 2005). 
 
7KHVHµFRQWH[WXDOLVHGIRUPV¶ of literacies, texts and literacy practices simultaneously 
accrue both material and abstract dimensions (Baynham and Prinsloo, 2009).  For this 
reason, meanings attributed to literacies and literacy practices canQRWEHµNQRZQ¶ in any 
concrete sense, or simply categorised in binary or oppositional terms (Ball, 1990a; 
Lather, 1991; Usher and Edwards, 1994). 
  
Texts, moreover, are physical objects with agency that gives them the power to invoke 
different and contested feelings.  They also reify social interaction and literacy practices 
through activities like: 
 
[«] making, designing, representing, naming, encoding and describing as well 
as perceiving, interpreting using, reusing, decoding and recasting. (Wenger, 
1998, p.6) 
 
Postmodern theoretical approaches problematise these processes of production and the 
corresponding modes of consumption that they feed.  In short, there is no such thing as 
neutral texts or singular literacy practices, as they are all: 
 
[«] sites of the emergence of complexes of social meanings, produced in the 
particular history of the situation of production, that record in partial ways the 
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histories of both the participants in the production of the text and of the 
institutions that are µLQYRNHG¶ or brought into play  [through the text or practice]. 
(Kress, 1997, p.122) 
 
Baynham and Prinsloo (2009) discuss the ZD\VLQZKLFKWH[WVFRQVWDQWO\µFLUFXODWHLQ
FKDLQVRIHQWH[WXDOL]DWLRQ¶S, a process that inevitably results in multiple readings.  
7KHVHUHDGLQJVFDQQRWEHIL[HGEXWDUHFRQVWDQWO\µUHFRQWH[WXDOLVHG¶WRSURGXFH new 
meanings (Barton and Hamilton, 2005).  Using more rhizomic models, this thesis 
specifically explores how academic writing practices and texts in higher education are 
constantly contextualised and re-contextualised through social interaction between 
students and lecturers, researchers and editors.  Moreover, the thesis (as a text) is itself 
entextualised as it is constructed through its appropriation and treatment of other written 
sources and practices. 
 
3.5 Theories of Discourse and Power  
 
A postmodern critique of theories of power and discourse accepts that there are different 
experiences of power and powerlessness in society but argues that those power-
relations are never fixed or all-encompassing.  This section looks at how theories of 
discourse make visible the networks of power-relations that support dominant, 
totalising discourses in higher education.  These dominant discourses do inform 
autonomous models of academic writing development, although it is important to 
acknowledge that alternative writing sub-cultures also exist in any domain that resists, 
and/or only partially reflects, such dominant discourses (Bhabha, 2004). 
 
Indeed, Foucault (1980) warns against falling into the trap of totalising discourses that 
serve to delineate power and powerlessness as simple binary oppositions. Instead, he 
argues that: 
 
Power must be analysed as something, which circulates, or rather as something 
which only functions in the form of a chain? It is never localised here or there, 
QHYHULQDQ\ERG\¶VKDQGVQHYHUDSSURSULDWHGDVDFRPPRGLW\RUSLHFHRIZHDOWK
Power is employed and exercised through a net-like organisation.   (p.98) 
 
A postmodern approach can use this more fluid notion of power to posit writing 
practices as potentially violent conceptual spaces where power, epistemology and 
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identity struggle, often in opposition, WRVXUIDFHµWUXWKV¶ZKLFKSUHVHQWWKHPVHOYHVDV
µVHOI-evident, uQLYHUVDODQGQHFHVVDU\¶)RXFDXOW 1981).  Dominant discourses in the 
Academy, as elsewhere, do not draw attention to themselves as discursive constructions 
as they are naturalised and often rendered invisible through their very ubiquity.  
Postmodernist approaches, however, encourages their systematic deconstruction in 
order for such commonplace/common-sense attitudes and norms to be critiqued and 
challenged.  As Ball (2013) writes: 
 
Power is not a mode of subjugation, or a general system of domination and 
indeed power is as much about what can be said and thought as what can be 
done ± it is discursive. Power is not merely prohibitive it is productive, a lot of 
WKHWLPHLWµPDNHVXVXS¶ rather than grinds us down. [«] We are active within 
relations of power. (p.30) 
 
3.6 C ritical Discourse Analysis (C D A) 
Chapter 6 offers a consideration of CDA as research methodology.  This section 
however, looks at CDA as one of the µEURDGHUVRFLDOWKHRULHV of literacy¶(Barton and 
Hamilton, 2005) that helps illustrate how the meaning of texts are produced through 
discourses and embodied in the writing practices emerging out of them.  For example, 
CDA can help explain how different literacies help contribute to personal µLGHQWLW\ NLWV¶ 
(Gee, 1996) which allow individuals and groups to recognise and communicate with 
each other through differentiated, often hierarchised, discourse communities.  Kress 
(2003) makes the point moreover, that CDA can help uncover how dominant discourses 
establish themselves through literacies and language, in order to capture and prioritise 
dominant institutional meanings and values.  Fairclough's extensive body of work on 
CDA (1992a and b, 1995, and 2003), specifically explores how discourse and power 
facilitate the construction of dominant discourses, which systematise the meaning and 
status of language and literacy practices in higher education. As Bourdieu and 
Wacquant (1992) make clear, in educational settings: 
 
The content of the message itself remains unintelligible as long as one does not 
take into account the totality of the structure of the power positions that is 
present, yet invisible, in the exchange. (p.146)  
 
The existence of dominant literacies and literacy practices in education does not 
preclude consideration of how other literacies can be distinguished, or are related to 
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each other, within an educational domain.  Fairclough (1995) for example, argues that 
)RXFDXOW¶V concept of an µRUGHURIGLVFRXUVH¶ invokes an open system comprising: 
 
The totality of discursive practices of an institution and the relationship between 
them >«@ (1993, p.138) 
 
Looking forward, Chapters 4 and 5 provide a general discussion about how students 
and lecturers interact with various academic writing practices in higher education, 
whilst Chapter 7 explores how such practices intersect or conflict with LQGLYLGXDOV¶ own 
experiences and perceptions of academic writing practices literacies.  
 
Taylor (2004) makes a useful epistemological distinction between analysing texts (such 
as participant statements) using a traditional linguistic form of CDA and more 
Foucauldian µJHQHDORJLFDO¶DSSURDFK  She argues that the former focuses on identifying 
structural and linguistic features in texts, whereas the latter, reflecting its postmodern 
origins, focuses more on textual complexity, power-relations and how meanings are 
constructed and context-bound, although: 
 
[«] WKHµFoucauldian¶GLVFRXUVHDQDO\VWFHUWDLQO\VKDUHVWKH&ULWLFDO'LVFRXUse 
$QDO\VW¶VFRQFHUQDVWRWKHrelationship of language to other social processes, 
and of how language works within power relations.  (Taylor, 2004, p. 436)  
 
Fairclough, Jessop and Sayer (2002) use the WHUPµVHPLRVLV¶WRUHIHUWR broader ways in 
which texts can be used to interpret aspects of  the µrelationship of language to other 
social processes >«@¶ (p. 2).  Their work includes exploring who uses texts, why they 
use them and the power relations involved, how texts are used in different domains and 
which writing practices they utilise as well as all the connections between those 
different elements.  They discuss how they use semiosis to:   
  
[«] interpret social relations broadly to include not only individual actions and 
interactions but also the emergent properties of institutional orders and the 
domain of the lifeworld. (p.2) 
  
Taylor (2004) points out that Foucault insisted on the freedom to interpret texts 
discursively in this way, even though such a broad approach has been condemned, in 
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positivist circles at least, as a shortcoming that leaves the postmodern researcher open 
to claims of a lack of analytic rigour, a charge that is firmly disputed in Chapter 6.   
 
CDA also offers a critical, yet nuanced, approach to the analysis of power and discourse 
that complements an interdisciplinary, postmodern approach to literacies, not least 
because it: 
 
[«] is not so much a direction, school, or specialization next to the many other 
µDSSURDFKHV¶ in discourse studies. RatherLWDLPVWRRIIHUDGLIIHUHQWµPRGH¶ or 
µSHUVSHFWLYH¶ of theorizing, analysis, and application throughout the whole 
ILHOG« LQ VXFKGLYHUVH DUHDV DVSUDJPDWLFV FRQYHUVDWLRQDQDO\VLV QDUUDWLYH
analysis, rhetoric, stylistics, sociolinguistics, ethnography, or media analysis, 
among others. (Van Dijk, 2001, p.352) 
 
&'$¶V interdisciplinarity chimes with the scepticism of radical ethnographers like 
Hymes (1972).  Hymes¶ epistemological approaches to CDA are characterised by 
highly complex boundary crossings, over a variety of social sciences, including 
anthropology, psychology, literacy and communication studies, ethnography and 
sociology.  Resulting CDA hybrids, such as linguistic-anthropology (Schiffrin, 1998) 
and sociolinguistics (Hymes, 1972, 1974; Lakoff, 2001) all share a commitment to 
studying language, literacy texts and practices as fluctuating, unstable, yet situated 
products of incessant social interaction. Arguably, hybrid forms of CDA can help open 
up ambiguous, ambivalent and liminal spaces, in and around, observable literacy events, 
practices and texts, moving in the process, beyond the observable phenomenology of 
the social theorists referred to earlier.  Bhabha (2004) calls liminality, µDWKLUGVSDFH¶, 
DQµLQ-EHWZHHQSODFH¶ZLWKLQVRFLHW\, which is a truly postmodern space where µZD\V
RIEHLQJ¶µLGHQWLW\-NLWV¶DQGµVWDWHPHQWV¶GLVVROYH, only to be continually reassembled, 
often in other hybrid forms.  As Deleuze and Guattari state in A Thousand Plateaus 
(1987): 
 
Between things does not designate a localizable relation going from one thing 
to the other and back again, but a perpendicular direction, a transversal 
movement that sweeps one and the other away, a stream without beginning or 
end that undermines its banks and picks up speed in the middle. (p.25)  
 
Liminality, in this sense, can represent freedom, a space, in which hybridities may 
flourish.  As the New London Group (1996, p.66) stated: 
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The term hybridity highlights the mechanisms of creativity and of culture-as-
process particularly salient in contemporary society. People create and innovate 
by hybridizing - that is, articulating in new ways - established practices and 
conventions within and between different modes of meaning. This includes the 
hybridization of established ways modes of meaning (of discourses and genres), 
and multifarious combinations of modes of meaning cutting across boundaries 
of convention and creating new conventions (italics in the original).  
 
The hybrid approach to CDA, XVHGLQ&KDSWHU¶VGLVFXVVLRQRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶statements,   
GRHV QRW VHHN WR µUHDG¶ RU XQGHUVWDQG WKH ZRUOGYLews or social realities of those 
statements in a fixed or definitive way.  Instead, it attempts (and in doing so accepts 
that it may fail) to discover, recover or uncover how SDUWLFLSDQWV¶SHUFeptions about 
academic writing practices, and concurrently their adoption of possible professional 
writing identities, are produced, situated and maintained in complex and ambiguous 
ways discursively, within higher education.  In short, by using a hybrid, postmodern 
form of CDA in this thesis, the research setting and participant perceptions are not 
examined separately from the discourses that they inhabit, instead it is made clear that 
they are discursively constituted by them (Hardy, Phillips and Clegg, 2001).  
 
In this way, a postmodern CDA analysis, such as that offered in Chapter 7, explicitly 
offers a means of resisting, refusing and politicising the normalised and depoliticised 
µZKDWLV¶In doing so it seeks to: 
 
[«] rediscover the connections, encounters, supports, blockages, plays of 
forces, strategies and so on which [...] count [...] as being self-evident, universal 
and necessary. (Foucault, 1980 p.6) 
 
3.7 Power , Powerlessness and Plurality in Postmodernist Concepts of Academic 
W riting  
 
Discourse-defined positions of power and powerlessness have traditionally been 
H[SORUHGWKURXJKµVWDQGSRLQW¶WKHRU\  µ6WDQGSRLQWWKHRU\LVDQH[SOLFLWO\SROLWLFDO, as 
well as social, epistemology [«]¶ :\OLH  p.26) because it posits a way of 
articulating how discourse enables or constrains individuals and groups in society, by 
privileging or marginalising their view of the world.  Wylie discusses how much of the 
pioneering work on standpoint theory was carried out by feminist/Marxist researchers, 
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especially in the 1980s, who worked from the premise that membership of any social 
JURXSVXFKDVµWKHSUROHWDULDW¶RUµZRPHQ¶FRUUHODWHGWRDSDUWLFXODUVWDQGSRLQWRUWDNH
on the world (Hartsock, 2004; Harding, 1986).  
 
Hill et al., (1999) however, assert that postmodernist research cannot address social 
justice issues because, unlike standpoint theorists, it will not acknowledge that 
oppressed and marginalised groups have any essential defining identity.  However, 
Wylie (2003) refutes the notion that social groups can be easily essentialised as 
individual members, nor do they necessarily share universal characteristics or clearly 
defined cultural origins.  Feminist and post-colonial theorists, such as hooks (1982) and 
Butler (1990), further contend that race and gender are socially constructed and are 
therefore always plural.  Both theorists have warned of the dangers inherent in 
accepting the idea that essentialised labels unproblematically determine the place of 
disenfranchised groups and individuals in society, and conversely those who oppress 
them.   
 
This is because relying on simple binary constructions, such as male/female and 
black/white, fails to encapsulate how people are differently positioned discursively in 
myriad ways at different points in time and space.  Indeed, one can argue that standpoint 
categorisations are as much an illusion as the artificial unitary subjectivity of the 
Enlightenment homo economicus.  It is perhaps more useful to view social groups and 
individuals as occupying relational fields that are fluid and multi-layered (Nash, 2000).  
For example, Wylie¶V (2003) work characterises standpoint theory through two main 
ideas.  Firstly, The Situated-Knowledge Thesis:  this suggests that we all have a socially 
constructed standpoint from which we view the world and our own experiences.  
Secondly, The Thesis of Epistemic Advantage: which maintains that some standpoints, 
especially the standpoints of marginalised or oppressed groups, are epistemically 
advantaged in certain contexts (Wylie, 2003, p.28) on account of insights gained by 
groups through their marginalisation or exclusion from dominant discourses (Harding, 
2004).  This is because oppressed groups: 
  
[«] can learn to identify their distinctive opportunities to turn an oppressive 
IHDWXUHRIWKHJURXS¶VFRQGLWLRQVLQWRDVRXUFHRIFULWLFDOLQVLJKWDERXWKRZWKH
dominant society thinks and is structured. Thus, standpoint theories map how a 
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social and political disadvantage can be turned into an epistemological, 
scientific, and political advantage. (Harding, 2004, pp.7-8). 
 
:\OLH¶s (2003) second standpoint thesis is a cornerstone of many politicised 
emancipatory research projects.  It is developed by Harding (2004), who argues that 
while critical standpoints are not necessarily shared by everyone in a social group, they 
may develop out of a shared critical understanding and reflection produced by members 
of the group, who go on to SURGXFHDµGLVWLQFWLYHLQVLJKWabout how hierarchical social 
VWUXFWXUHVZRUN¶S31).  *UHERZLF]¶V(2007) more postmodern analysis of standpoint 
theory, however, suggests that this form of critical consciousness is: 
 
>«@Dlways in a process of becoming it is something we do, not something we 
have [«] it is partial, conditioned socially, and continuously interrogated [«] 
(p. 17)   
 
*UHERZLF]¶V (2007) approach acknowledges the fluidity, hybridity and liminality of 
socially constructed identities and relationships and treats the development of critical 
consciousness as contingent on those shifting identities and relationships.  This idea is 
developed in Chapters 5 and 7 with regard to the analysis of professional writing 
identities for lecturers in higher education. In such an analysis of identity the possibility 
of different standpoints remains, however, they must be viewed as open-ended and 
subject to constant reinterpretation and renegotiation.  Standpoints articulated by the 
participants in Chapter 7 for example, reflect how discursive power has operated around 
academic writing practices in their experiences of particular higher education settings 
and relationships.   
 
$OWKRXJK HDFK UHVHDUFK SDUWLFLSDQW¶V experiences of academic writing practices in 
higher education are accepted as irreducibly individual and subjective, this post-
qualitative research does not, unlike Marxism or humanism research approaches, seek 
to definitively explain how or why discourse and power hierarchise, legitimise or 
marginalise groups and individuals in society.  From a postmodern point of view, the   
validity of any standpoint cannot, therefore, be determined by reference to any pre-
existing criteria which claims to  measure, to a greater or lesser extent,  its  µREMHFWLYLW\¶
or µtruthfulness¶.   
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Harvey (1989) argues that because of this relativism postmodern research often lacks 
any point to its questioning. However, simply reclaiming excluded, marginalised or 
repressed meaning through a critical interrogation of dominant discourses, does not 
QHFHVVDULO\ UHYHDO QHZ RU PRUH DXWKHQWLF µWUXWKV¶, just different re-presentations or 
interpretations. Longino¶V (2002) work discusses how sociality and plurality play an 
equal role in the reception of scientific, as well as social science research truth claims, 
as both depend on wider social validation for a positive critical reception.  Moreover, 
Foucault (1980) consistently argued that although there may be epistemological 
privileging within discourses, creating dominant, established discourses which are 
hegemonic, WKHUH LV QR µRXWVLGH WKH GLVFRXUVH¶ RQO\ SRWHQWLDO re-representations, 
including those which are resistant or marginalised, within the discourse.  
 
In order to be critically reflective therefore, the postmodern researcher needs to 
acknowledge their own DQGRU WKHLU SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ ontological standpoint(s), and be 
clear that it/they do not represent the only possible standpoint(s) that could have been 
taken, or may be taken in the future with regard to any issue under consideration.  For 
this reason, it is clear that any analysis of qualitative data cannot claim grounds for 
prescriptive political solutions. For Eagleton (2003), this postmodern rejection of the 
veracity of any essentialised standpoint conclusions and its alternative insistence on the 
relativism and conditionality of discourses of SRZHUSRZHUOHVVQHVV LV µQDUFLVVLVWLF¶, 
rendering it politically ineffectual and pointless as a means of social enquiry.  In their 
defence, postmodern approaches often maintain that classifying social groups primarily 
on the basis of their power, or powerlessness, fails to recognise the actual subtleties of 
lived experience or account for the numerous social agendas, changing relations and 
blurred divisions that exist between diverse social groups and individuals at any given 
time.  Moreover, hooks (1990) argues that we are all, powerful and powerless, 
HPERGLHGLQDZHERIµSROLWLFDOVHGLPHQWDWLRQ¶WKDWELQGVXVWRJHWKHULQGLIIHUHQWZD\V
at different times.   
 
Intersectionality can be used as µD method for interrogating the institutional 
reprodXFWLRQ RI LQHTXDOLW\¶ *UDEKDP HW DO., 2009, p.1). This is because it draws 
attention to the extent to which marginalised identities are constituted via multiple 
oppressions and interconnected forms of powerlessness.  ,Q DGGLWLRQ WR&UHQVKDZ¶V
(1989) initial analysis of ethnicity, intersectionality has been used to dissect the multiple 
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effects of sexuality (Bowleg, 2008; Taylor, Hines and Casey, 2010) and disability 
(Beckett, 2004).  Chapter 7 draws on 0F&DOO¶V  LQWULFDWH W\SRORJ\ RI
intracategorical, anticategorical, and intercategorical forms of intersectionality which 
demand that worldviews cannot be easily defined or distilled into unitary or distinctive 
standpoints.  More precisely, McCall is interested in re-visioning and deconstructing 
existing social categories in order to challenge them.  Her anticategorical approach 
echoes the postmodernist refusal, also employed in this thesis, to categorise people into 
simple distinguishing groups per se.  The two other forms, µLQWUD¶ DQG µLQWHU¶
categorical, also challenge traditional essentialist groupings such as gender, ethnicity 
and sexuality in different ways.  The intracategorical approach focuses on the nuanced 
differences within categories that are often ignored in favour of simple unitary or binary 
representations of the group (such as LTBG, whilst the intercategorical approach looks 
at the unequal relations between social groups, like male/female relationships. 
 
In Sortie (1975) and Laugh of the Medusa (1976) Cixous contends that socially 
constructed examples of discursive binaries, such as male/female, rational/emotional 
coloniser/colonised and speaking/writing, are the product of discursive power and not 
µUHDO¶6KHPDNHVDFDVHIRUIHPLQLVWFXOWXUDOWKHRULVWVWRHQJDJHLQIRUPVRIUHDGLQJ
and writing that deconstruct and replace the apparent naturalness or inevitability of 
dominant discursive binary structures.  Like Kristeva (1980, 1982), Cixous developed 
a body of work in which radical forms of academic, theoretical writing destabilise and 
reject old certainties.  She offers in their place an overtly political, alternative academic 
literacy that in its elusive, dense and circular written style seeks to dissolve dominant 
discursive binaries and explode the linearity and exclusivity of established hierarchical 
claims to power and ways of understanding the world.  Lather (2006), draws on these 
ideas when she deploys )RXFDXOW¶Vobservation in The Order of Things (1970) to argue 
that the physical world consists of DµZLOGSURIXVLRQRIH[LVWLQJ WKLQJV¶ (p.xv).  She 
argues that it is oppressive binary discourses, such as colonialism, racism and sexism, 
which impose limiting and restrictive categories on LQGLYLGXDOV¶ lived experiences of 
the world.  In such binary discourses: 
 
Dualistic categories are represented as pure breaks rather than as unstable 
oppositions that shift and collapse both within and between categories [and] the 
slides of inside and outside that so characterize the contemporary hybridity of 
96 
positionality and consequent knowledge forms are tidied over. (Lather, 2006, 
p.36) 
 
Using this approach, even hegemony (Gramsci, 1971), a cornerstone of Marxist 
philosophy, can be seen as contingent and contested. This is because dominant 
discourses and the powerful groups that they support, are always vulnerable to social 
and cultural shifts and threats from competing groups, however disempowered.  As 
Fiske (1987) writes: 
 
Hegemony is a constant struggle against a multitude of resistances to 
ideological domination, and any balance of forces that it achieves is always 
precarious, always in need of re-achievement. Hegemony's 'victories' are never 
final, and any society will evidence numerous points where subordinate groups 
have resisted the total domination that is hegemony's aim [«] (p.41) 
 
3.8 A rchaeological and Genealogical Approaches to Academic W riting  
 
When examining hegemonic ideas and structures, Foucault sought to critique their 
underpinning, taken-for-JUDQWHGUXOHVDQGRUFRQGLWLRQVZKLFKKHFDOOHGµUHJLPHVof 
WUXWK¶ (Foucault 1975, p.30).  In society, these regimes operate as µunconscious codes 
and rules or holistic conceptuDO IUDPHZRUNV¶ (Ball, 2013, p.21).  FoXFDXOW¶V   
response to assertions RIµWUXWK¶ WKHUHIRUH require an analysis of what he called the 
µFRQGLWLRQVRISRVVLELOLW\¶XQGHUZKLFKVRFLDOO\RUFXOWXUDOO\SRZHUIXO  discourses or 
regimes FRPHWREHYLHZHGDVµWUXH¶ In this spirit, Chapters 4 and 5 consider the general 
µFRQGLWLRQV RI SRVVLELOLW\¶ XQGHU ZKLFK OHFWXUHUV¶ relationships to academic writing 
practices are played out, whilst Chapter 7 looks how participants articulated their  
experiences of such conditions in the research domain.   
 
Foucault identifies a number of NH\µFRQGLWLRQVRISRVVLELOLW\¶ZKLFKFDQ be applied to 
the construction of truth-claims frequently made about academic writing practices in 
higher education.  Firstly, there is the predominance of what Lather in her influential 
ERRNµ*HWWLQJ6PDUWIHPLQLVWUHVHDUFKDQGSHGDJRJ\ZLWKLQWKHSRVWPRGHUQ¶ (1991) 
calls WKHµSRVLWLYLVWKHJHPRQ\¶RIVFLHQFH.  By this she means that truth claims in the 
West often manifest themselves in scientific or pseudo-scientific forms of language and 
literacy practices, such as those encouraged by an autonomous model of literacy.  As 
Said comments: 
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[«] control in society and history has [«] discovered a way to clothe, disguise, 
rarefy and wrap itself systematically in the language of truth, discipline, 
rationality, utilitarian value, and knowledge. (Said, 1983, p.216) 
 
Secondly, economic and political forces operate in society to support some truth-claims 
over others, so that: 
 
Truth is linked in a circular relation with systems of power which produce and 
sustain it, and to effects of power which it induces and which extend it. 
(Foucault, 1980, p.133) 
 
Foucault rejected hegemonic worldviews, as he preferred to treat dominant 
constructions of social reality (past and present) as inherently plural and plastic.  In The 
Order of Things (1970) he argued that historicism was a relatively modern and over-
simplistic way of trying to understand relationships between past and present. In 
particular, he resisted the modernist principle of progressive chronology, replacing it 
with attempts to trace the emergence of the, often hidden, ideological struggles and 
ruptures constantly swirling around hegemonic, dominant discourses (such as academic 
writing in higher education).    
 
In Archaeology of Knowledge (1972), Foucault sought to µH[FDYDWH¶ what he called the 
µVXEMXJDWHGNQRZOHGJHV¶ of alternative ideologies or epistemes, which could include 
alternative/resistant ways of thinking about academic writing practices.  Subjugated 
knowledge, he argued, was hidden or disallowed by dominant discourse boundaries, 
but it could be brought out into the open where its marginalisation could be repositioned 
as forms of resistance. (For example, this thesis employs a post-qualitative onto-
epistemological approach to resist the dominant discourse of pseudo-scientism, within 
which educational qualitative research is often located.)  Dreyfus and Rabinow (1983) 
depict )RXFDXOW¶V concept of archaeology as µD VWULFW DQDO\VLV RI GLVFRXUVH¶ p.104), 
where the discursive archaeologist is engaged in examining discursive traces left by the 
past in order to produce what Foucault (1970) called DµKLVWRU\RIWKHSUHVHQW
. 
 
Foucault gradually moved from his archaeological approach towards what he termed a 
more µgenealogical approach¶. It is not always easy to unravel exactly what Foucault 
meant by genealogy, although there is definitely some overlap with his earlier concept 
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of archaeology. Dreyfuss and Rabinow (1983) argue that although different, 
µDUFKDHRORJ\ DQG JHQHDORJ\ DOWHUQDWH DQG VXSSRUW HDFK RWKHU¶ S. Whereas 
archaeology can be understood as a method of identifying epistemological differences 
and similarities extant at one synchronic moment in time, the concept of genealogy is 
diachronic, in that it explores particular epistemes as they develop through time.  
Genealogical approaches therefore examine how epistemological similarities and 
difference come into being; a process that Foucault (1980) argues is driven by 
constantly shifting power relations in society FUHDWLQJ µKLVWRULHVRI VWUXJJOH¶ S.  
Thus genealogical research insists on the contingency and revocability of powerful 
social practices and forms of knowledge, as well acknowledging those that are 
µVXEMXJDWHGRUµGLVTXDOLILHG¶.  Ball (2013) discusses how such exigency: 
 
[«] follows logically from >)RXFDXOW¶V@ rejection of essentialisms and 
universals. [Genealogical] histories are both a way of demonstrating uncertainty 
and contingency, and [the idea] that absolutes are historical and vehicles for the 
construction RIDQµontology RIWKHSUHVHQW¶p.33) 
 
Foucault described how all histories not only inform the present but are themselves 
shaped by it too.  Genealogical histories are always contingent and created discursively; 
passed down as stories about the past, they can resurface in any present moment and 
take on different meanings. Foucault¶V genealogical approach, therefore, suggests that 
the µWUXWK¶of present histories is actually dependent on an illusion of continuity created 
by historical custom and practice.  This limiting function of historicism UHIOHFWV/DWRXU¶V
notion of WKH µFRQWLQJHQW KLVWRULFLW\ RI 7UXWK¶, which suggests that over time some 
WKLQJVDSSHDUµWUXHU¶WKDQRWKHUV 
 
Genealogy is therefore primarily interested in the past as a means of deconstructing the 
present. It works by interrogating the present in order to undermine any supposed 
historical coherence and unity that the past might suggest (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982).  
%DOOVWDWHVWKDW)RXFDXOW¶VJHQHDORJLFDODSSURDFKLQWKLVZD\: 
  
[«] interrupts the taken for granted and isolates the contingent power relations 
which make it possible for particular assertions to operate as absolute truths. 
(p.3)  
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It is also the case that power relations not only facilitate the emergence of particular 
discourses, historical and present, which become QRUPDOLVHG RU µgiven¶; they also 
operate to maintain those givens once they have established themselves in domains, 
such as higher education.  Any genealogical analysis of academic writing practices will, 
therefore, concern itself with apparent historical absences, discontinuities and 
inconsistencies as they have the potential to: 
 
[«] disturb what was previously considered immobile [and] show the 
heterogeneity of what had been considered consistent (Foucault, 1977, p. 147) 
 
To illustrate how such a disturbance might work in practice, one can consider the way 
in which New Literacy Studies (NLS) challenged the dominant autonomous model of 
µOLWHUDF\¶.  Chapter 7, drawing on NLS, attempts to represent a µKLVWRU\RIWKHSUHVHQW¶
through a JHQHDORJLFDO DQDO\VLV RI OHFWXUHU SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI DFDGHPLF
writing practices in the research setting. These statements are presented in the thesis as:  
 
[«] conjunctions of a whole set of practices from the moment they become co-
ordinated with a regime of truth. (Foucault, 2010a, p.19)   
 
3.9 Using a Bourdieusian Theory of Social Reproduction to Explore Academic 
W riting Practices 
 
Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) explore how unequal power relations in society are not 
only inscribed in educational practices, like those that inform academic writing, but are 
frequently reproduced by and through them.  In this way, one can argue that dominant 
academic writing practices will inevitably serve the purposes of dominant discourses 
and groups in the academy, for as Bernstein (1971) wrote: 
 
How a society selects, classifies, distributes, transmits and evaluates the 
educational knowledge it considers public, reflects both the distribution of 
power and the principles of social control. (p.47)   
 
)DLUFORXJK¶V  critical analysis of how academic writing practices µGLVWULEXWH
WUDQVPLWDQGHYDOXDWH¶HGXFDWLRQDONQRZOHGJH also helps reveals how power operates 
in higher education because: 
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[«] to a greater or lesser extent, they [academic writing practices] are involved 
in educating people about the sociolinguistic order they live in.  (p.220) 
 
This is because dominant academic writing practices embody what Bourdieu (1996) 
WHUPHG µOLQJXLVWLF FDSLWDO¶ ZKLFK KH DUJXHG LV FRPPHQVXUDWH ZLWK DQG FDQ Ee 
exchanged for, other forms of capital including social or economic capital.  For 
Bourdieu, linguistic capital is denoted by the authority, confidence and prestige 
accorded to high-status language users when they speak or write.  IndiviGXDOVZLWKµKLJK¶ 
linguistic FDSLWDO KDYH DXWKRULW\ DQG FDQ µFRPPDQG¶ particular readings of their 
utterances in society.  Sullivan (2001) for example, dHILQHGOLQJXLVWLFFDSLWDODVµthe 
ability to understDQGDQGXVHµHGXFDWHG¶ODQJXDJH¶ (p.893).  Similarly, Bourdieu and 
Wacquant (1992) outline how participation in the production of high status forms of 
literacy, such as doctorates, academic articles or textbooks, contributes to an 
LQGLYLGXDO¶V cultural capital.  Indeed, according to Bourdieu (1984), one of higher 
HGXFDWLRQ¶VPRVWLPSRUWDQWVRFLDO regulatory functions is to reproduce inequalities in 
social cultural and economic power through unequal access to, and production of, these 
privileged forms of linguistic capital.  
 
Arguably, to uncritically accept the hierarchies implicitly embodied in dominant 
discourses around academic writing practices is to legitimise them, and by implication, 
the unequal distribution of power cultural capital in society that they embody.  For 
example, higher education defines academic writing practices as an exclusive 
µOLQJXLVWLFILHOG¶7KLVµOLQJXLVWLFILHOG¶ can accommodate both disciplinary differences 
within the academy, whilst maintaining a high status in the wider society outside the 
academy, primarily through differentiating itself positively from other, allegedly 
inferior, forms of writing.  Academic linguistic capital can, therefore, be usefully 
defined, like any form of capital as a: 
 
[«] configuration of positions comprising agents (individuals, groups of actors 
or institutions) struggling to maximize their position [«] (Maton, 2008, p.698)  
 
In Bourdieusian terms, higher education, like other powerful institutions in society, is 
a domain where dominant groups tend to adopt conservative stances in order to hold on 
to their discursive power.  Other marginalised and/or powerless groups have to be 
prepared to resist or challenge those established discourses in order to gain any power.  
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%RXUGLHX¶VFRQFHSWs of doxa and habitus explore how and why an individual feels and 
acts in particular ways within a given setting or discourse.  Doxa, another term coined 
by Bourdieu in 1977, is used to describe the tacit agreement and unspoken 
understandings which underpin accepted or expected behaviour or practices in any 
given social context.  Doxa can be put to work in research to explore how an 
LQGLYLGXDO¶VSHUVRQDOO\ IHOWEHOLHIVDQGYDOXHV DUHRIWHQXQFRQVFLRXVO\ Lnfluenced or 
informed by wider, dominant, social discourses.  Bourdieu argues that doxa: 
 
[«] provides the illusion of immediate understanding, characteristic of practical 
experience of the familiar universe, and which at the same time excludes from 
that experience any inquiry as to its own conditions of possibility.  (1977, p. 
60). 
 
Nonetheless, doxa can be troubled when individuals begin to question or resist the 
norms or expectations that characterise their social environment, or their place within 
it.  This leads onto the idea of habitus, which in its broadest sense was characterised by 
Bourdieu in The State Nobility as:  
 
A structured body, a body which has incorporated the immanent structures of a 
world or a particular section of that world - a field - which structures the 
perception of that world as well as action in that world. (Bourdieu, 1996, p.81) 
 
Constituted by everyday social interactions and practices, habitus remains at an 
XQFRQVFLRXVOHYHOµXQOHVVGLVWXUEHGE\HYHQWVWKDWFDXVHVelf-TXHVWLRQLQJ¶5HD\, 
p.369).  When so disturbed, it can render WKHµWDNHQIRUJUDQWHG¶place of an individual 
in any social setting problematic by raising the issues like: 
 
How well adapted is the individual to the context they find themselves in?   How 
does personal history shape their responses to the contemporary setting? [«] 
Are structural effects visible within small scale interactions? (Reay, 1995, 
p.369)  
 
Habitus can therefore be used in research terms to disrupt the given or expected in any 
setting and critically LQWHUURJDWHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶HYHU\GD\practices:  
 
[«] with an eye to the ways in which historical and social forces have shaped a 
SHUVRQ¶VOLQJXLVWLFKDELWXVDQGWKXVLPSLQJHXSRQWKDWSHUVRQ
VDFWLRQVLQWKH
moment [«] (Bartlett and Holland, 2002. p.6) 
102 
 
This idea of D³SHUVRQ¶V action in the moment´ LVLPSRUWDQWDVRQH¶VKDELWXV, the latter 
is not a fixed thing, it can and will change over time DFFRUGLQJ WR DQ LQGLYLGXDO¶V
experiences and surroundings.  
 
More specifically, for this thesis, the LGHD WKDW DQ LQGLYLGXDO¶V SHUVRQDO VRFLDO DQG
historical experiences of academic writing practices, can also be used to explain how 
lecturers in higher education develop a  µZULWLQJLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV,  as outlined 
in the rhizomic map below (Figure 14).  Presented rhizomically, one can see how 
academic writing practices, and the relationships that they support in higher education, 
are completely entangled with each other.  The movement of any one individual across 
such a rhizomic map will be different and constantly subject or open to change as their 
different experiences and relationships forge new connections. 
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Figure 14: µWriting in a higher education habitus¶ rhizomic map. 
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Cumulatively, these many writing practices constitute in Bourdieusian (1990) terms, a 
form of embodied linguistic capital which operates within tKHµV\PEROLFHFRQRP\¶RI
any education setting.  This idea of Bourdieusian fields of practice: 
 
[«] help fashion linguistic production by determining the 'price' [or value] of 
linguistic products [«] (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992, p.145). 
 
For example, the conferment of a degree could be read as a form of embodied 
cultural/linguistic capital which enjoys a wider currency within other spheres of social, 
cultural and capital exchange, such as the labour market.  Bourdieu argues that the 
µV\PEROLF econoP\¶RI KLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ, and the academic writing practices that it 
legitimates, also function to reflect and maintain wider societal inequalities.  Not least 
because linguistic capital VXFK DV RQH¶V familiarity and confidence using dominant 
academic writing practices, is like other forms of cultural capital,  never primarily the 
result of individual effort (as neoliberalism would have it).  Rather, it is an 
advantageous by-product of the cultural capital which privileged individuals simply 
acquire from their parents.  Moreover, doxa LQIRUPVDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VKDELWXV, which in 
turn helps or hinders their movement through and within different discursive fields and 
communities of practice.  As discussed in Chapter 4, in higher education this inbuilt 
inequality creates a toxic association between social justice, access to higher education 
and high status academic writing. 
 
3.10 The Vexed Question of Agency and Identity in Post-qualitative Research 
 
Unfixing the discursive power of the unitary subject and attempting to re-theorise 
conceptualisations of individual agency is a pre-requisite of post-qualitative research.  
Not surprisingly, rationalist critiques of postmodern concepts, VXFK DV %RXUGLHX¶V
KDELWXVDQG)RXFDXOW¶V concept of power/knowledge, often focus on the relative absence 
of agency and individualism that they seem to offer.  This, it is argued by their detractors, 
flies in the face of human experience of lived reality.  Postmodern theories of the 
individual reject Cartesian rationalism and the unitary, agentic self that informs it, 
replacing it with a concept of multiple identities that are provisional and contingent on 
wider social and cultural discourses.  This postmodern view seeks to de-centre the 
individual subject and replace it with the idea of multiple, discursively constituted 
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subjectivities linked together in shifting power relations.  Conversely, a typically 
rationalist, modernist view of humanity proposes that individuals can carve out their 
own identities and determine their own value systems, because they operate within a 
µQDUUDWLYH RI IUHH FKRLFH DQG DXWRQRP\¶ (Gill, 2006, p.260).  They are, in short, 
positioned unproblematically as agentic.  However, this is not to say that a postmodern 
concept of the subject precludes a subject having agency (Clegg, 2006).      
 
In her conceptualisation of an alternative, more postmodern, conceptualisation of 
individual agency Clegg (2006) cites Davies, Browne, Gannon, Honan, Laws, Mueller-
Rockstroh and Petersen (2004) who claims that individuals, through a reflective 
analysis of their oppressive experiences of µEHLQJ LQ WKHZRUOG¶ (such as, a radical 
feminist deconstruction of patriarchy), can come to understand how, and possibly why, 
they are being oppressed.  This process of deconstruction offers, Clegg (2006) 
maintains, opportunities for oppressed individuals to begin to actively resist oppressive 
discourses operating against them in society, despite the fact that those discourses will 
continue to oppress them (even when they have been deconstructed).  Davis et al., (2004) 
outline how this kind of informed resistance to oppression can be theorised as an aspect 
of subjectivity, which is, nonetheless, often experienced as agency.  By which they 
mean that an individual is able, through an understanding of their oppression, to 
subjectively experience a renewed sense of self as powerful, singular and agentic.  
However, although this renewed sense of self may be experienced as concrete and real, 
it can still be understood theoretically, as a relational, subjective construct of self which 
exists, alongside any other subjective/subjected selves that an individual may construct 
or have imposed on them discursively. 
 
Butler (1993, 1991) and Said (1978) also explore the idea that the unitary, centred 
subject is actually a product of Western culture; and, like the cultural power of certain 
individuals or groups, only appears natural and inevitable if it remains unquestioned.  
In the same vein, Ball (2013) argues that for Foucault WKH µPLFURSK\VLFVRISRZHU¶ 
constitute all: 
 
[«] the individual choices, interactions and behaviours (tactics) that together 
produce more general social patterns (strategies) - hence his interest in details, 
rather than the end-forms of power [«] (Ball, 2013, p.31) 
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Foucault¶V (1980) work forces an examination of how a seemingly autonomous sense 
RI µVHOI¶ DVZHOO DV D VXEMXJDWHG µVHOI¶ FDQ EH realised discursively.  However, for 
Foucault (1980) concepts of individuality are both disciplining and productive of power.  
This is because discourse not only positions how individuals act, think, or feel, but also  
how they are perceived as they do so, within the wider social spheres they inhabit.   
Butler (1993) for example, notes how powerful subjects (actors/players) may embody 
and reify the effects of power whilst simultaneously obscuring and denying them.  
Wider social and cultural discourses and contexts place individuals in relative positions 
of power, that is to say, individuals can and do experience power as personal to them.  
However, one can argue that such feelings are not actually derived from individual 
power, rather they represent culturally/socially distributed power, which is a product of 
their own, and others, relatively powerful or powerless, discursive place in society.  
Moreover, discursive power is something individuals do not have control of, even 
though they can operate at the limits of it.  As Youdell (2006) maintains, we are all: 
 
[«] made subject by and subject to discursive relations of disciplinary power, 
but being such a subject s/he can also engage self-consciously in practices that 
might make her/him differently.  The subject acts, but s/he acts at the limits of 
subjectification [«] (p.42)   
 
In order to try and comprehend how these limits of subjectivication operate through 
academic writing practices, it is useful to revisit )RXFDXOW¶V FRQFHSW RI personal 
JHQHDORJLFDOµKLVWRULHV¶ discussed earlier in this chapter.  They are presented as: 
 
[«] form[s] of history which can account for the constitution of knowledges, 
discourses, domains of objects, etc., without having to make reference to a 
subject which is either transcendental in relation to the field of events or runs 
its empty sameness throughout the course of history (1980, p.117). 
 
By deconstructing genealogical histories the unitary subject is refigured as a composite 
identity.  In this thesis, particiSDQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ histories are constructed out of 
statements they made about the various academic writing practices and Bourdieusian 
(disciplinary-based) fields through which they move.  This means that their sense of 
personal history, or identity, can be viewed as the result of countless social interactions 
and shared practices around academic writing, although it is not reducible to them. For 
example, as discussed in Chapter 7, academic disciplines, regulated by the specificity 
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of their writing practices, operate as powerful regulatory discourses informing the 
development of professional writing identities.  However, because identity is fluid and 
liminal, it is possible, despite the disciplinary power that these dominant discourses 
exert, for individuals to experiment and µVKDSH-shift¶ Gee, 1996) into different 
positions and spaces around them, as we can see from several of the participant 
statements cited in Chapter 7.   
 
Holland and Lave (2001) address the tension between agency and discourse through 
their conceptualisation of habitus as a kind of, µKLVWRU\LQSHUVRQ¶, a term that echoes 
)RXFDXOW¶VFRQFHSWRI WKHµKLVWRULFLVDWLRQRIWKHVXEMHFW¶  Bartlett and Holland 
 VLWXDWH VXFK µKLVWRULHV LQ SHUVRQ¶ LQVLGH ZKDW WKH\ FDOO, µILJXUHG ZRUOGV RI
OLWHUDF\¶, to suggest how individuals, like those taking part in this study, create 
µLGHQWLWLHV LQ SUDFWLFH¶ V\PEROLFDOO\, through language and literacy practices.  Like 
%XWOHU¶V QRWLRQV RI µSHUIRUPativity¶ , µLGHQWLWLHV LQ SUDFWLFH¶ DUH FUHDWHG E\
individuals and enacted through language and literacies. These literacies position and 
realise LQGLYLGXDOV¶ different writing identities within the wider discursive spaces that 
that they inhabit.  In Chapter 7, for example, it is possible to see participants consciously 
positioning, or projecting themselves and being positioned by others, simultaneously as 
academic writers in different spheres of professional activity, such as lecturing, writing 
journal articles and producing doctoral theses. These are all activities that require 
GLIIHUHQWIRUPVRIZULWLQJDQGSURGXFHGLIIHUHQWµLGHQWLWLHVLQSUDFWLFH¶ 
 
Viewed in this way, there is no fixed or singular identity created through agency, or the 
DGRSWLRQRIµLGHQWLWLHVLQSUDFWLFH¶  Nor are these agentic identities in any sense more 
RUOHVVµUHDO¶EHFDXVHWKH\DUH discursively constituted.  Movement between potential 
forms of identity takes place in transitional spaces and will often result in new hybrid, 
SRVVLEO\WUDQVLHQWDQGSURYLVLRQDOµZD\VRIEHLQJ¶It is not possible therefore to predict 
which actions or identities will emerge from discourses (even dominant ones), as 
contingent and politically strategic power relations affect individual habitus and 
identity formation in infinitely different ways.  There is always/already the possibility 
of completely new, often hybrid, forms and practices emerging.  This process is very 
different from the vision of endless, predictable social reproduction sometimes 
supposed E\ D VLPSOLVWLF DSSOLFDWLRQ RI %RXUGLHX¶V WKHRUHWLFDO IUDPHZRUNs.  In 
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comparison, Chapter 7 uses concepts of power and discourse, habitus, capital, field and 
agency to inform a more UKL]RPDWLFDQDO\VLVRIWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶statements. 
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Epilogue 
I have struggled in this chapter to show how interconnected theoretical 
frameworks can be used to explore the ways in which academic writing 
practices create very productive and generative, rhizomic entanglements in 
higher education.  Taken together, these frameworks UHIOHFW'RQDOG¶V 
µPXGGOH RI HGXFDWLRQ¶ (p.242) which I mentioned at the beginning of this 
chapter.  I hope that this chapter has laid the foundations for the methodological 
approach that I adopt in Chapter 6.  
 
I have used the frameworks discussed above to explore how individuals (such 
as my participants)  are variously and endlessly discursively positioned by their 
social interaction which is mediated through the academic writing practices 
that they are engaged in, within what I have termed the ZLGHUµmix¶ of academic 
writing practices and communities extant in higher education. The churn and 
connectedness created by this conceptualisation of the rhizomic nature of 
academic writing practices and communities has forced me to reconsider how 
academic writing practices have developed historically, and taking by a 
geological approach, how this  historicity might help explore how they currently 
operate in higher education.   
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Chapter 4: Reconceptualising Academic W riting and W riting Development 
µ3UDFWLFHV-in-8VH¶LQ+LJKHU(GXFDWLRQ  
  
Prologue   
Higher education teaching and learning has ostensibly centred on ensuring that 
students can grasp subject-based curricula, located within well-defined academic 
disciplines such as geography or physics, taught by acknowledged experts in the field.  
However, concerns about the ability of some students to translate what they have learnt 
into effective academic writing are frequently aired, both inside and beyond academia.  
,QP\H[SHULHQFHOHFWXUHUV¶IUXVWUDWLRQDQGLUULWDWLRQDERXWWKHSRRUTXDOLW\RIVRPH
sWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJRIWHQ IDLOV WRDSSUHFLDWH WKHLU LQVWLWXWLRQ¶V UHVSRQVHV WR VXSSRUWLQJ
VWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJDVZHOOWKHLURZQVKRUWFRPLQJVDVZULWLQJGHYHORSHUV,ZDV
certainly aware that the central systems of support offered in the research domain for 
this study, were often failing to improve the writing of the students that they were trying 
to help, as well failing to reach those students who needed them the most. Indeed, the 
research projects detailed in Chapter 2 developed out of my own, and my FROOHDJXHV¶
frustration with the common forms of academic writing development available to us 
and our students.    
  
7KLVFKDSWHULVGHVLJQHGDVDQDFWRIµDSSHUFHSWLRQ¶ZKLFKWKHRQOLQe Oxford dictionary 
defines as, µ7KH PHQWDO SURFHVV E\ ZKLFK D SHUVRn makes sense of an idea by 
DVVLPLODWLQJLWWRWKHERG\RILGHDVKHRUVKHDOUHDG\SRVVHVVHV¶7RWKLVHQGWKHFKDSWHU
seeks to explore how my reconceptualisations about academic writing and writing 
development practices in higher education, add to an understanding of how the 
FRPSOH[LWLHVRIOHFWXUHUV¶DQGVWXGHQWV¶HQWDQJOHPHQWVZLWKDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV
often get lost through constant use and familiarity.  This act of foregrounding and 
deconstruction is important, as universities have not traditionally embraced academic 
writing as a situated social practice.   
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4.1 Introduction: Conditions and Processes - 'HYHORSLQJ6WXGHQWV¶$FDGHPLF:ULWLQJLQ
Higher Education  
  
This chapter delineates some common approaches to supporting and developing academic 
writing practices for students in higher education.  It acknowledges that a number of practical 
institutional factors, including size, composition of the student body and wider economic 
considerations, such as changing government policies and fluctuating funding streams, can 
influence the different approaches to academic writing support that universities choose to take 
(Hayton and Paczuska, 2002).  There are centrally funded, university-wide writing support 
centres such as Coventry UniveUVLW\¶V µ&HQWUH IRU $FDGHPLF :ULWLQJ¶ /LYHUSRRO +RSH¶V
µ:ULWLQJ &HQWUH¶ DQG VWDQG-alone study-skills focussed PRGHOV OLNH $VWRQ 8QLYHUVLW\¶V
µ/HDUQLQJ 'HYHORSPHQW &HQWUH¶ DQG %LUPLQJKDP &LW\ 8QLYHUVLW\¶V µ&HQWUH IRU $FDGHPLF
6XFFHVV¶.  Most universities hDYHPDGHVRPHLQVWLWXWLRQDOFRPPLWPHQWWRGHYHORSLQJVWXGHQWV¶
academic writing, however, when judged in terms of the overall allocation of resources, 
academic writing development remains underfunded and undervalued; one may conclude 
therefore, that it has simply not been a pedagogic priority in higher education (Eraut, 1994; 
Rowland 2000).    
  
This thesis considers how institutional academic writing development provision, and the 
SHGDJRJLHVWKDWXQGHUSLQLWDUHDQLQWHJUDOSDUWRIP\%RXUGLHXVLDQµDFDGHPic writing in higher 
HGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶ZKLFK,VXJJHVWLQIRUPVWKHSDUWLFLSDQWOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVH[SORUHGLQ 
 Chapter 7KLV µDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ LQKLJKHU-HGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶ VLWVZLWKLQ DZLGHU FRQWH[W
comprising:   
  
[«@ FRQGLWLRQV DQG SURFHVVHV >«@ which, we hope, maximise the chance of a 
IDYRXUDEOH RXWFRPH µHGXFDWHGQHVV¶ EHWZHHQ LUUDWLRQDO LQILQLWH DQG XQSUHGLFWDEOH
entities, such as complex institutions, teachers, students, location, time, event and so 
on. (Ruth, 2008, p.106)  
  
$FDGHPLF ZULWLQJ DQG ZULWLQJ GHYHORSPHQW SUDFWLFHV LQIRUP 5XWK¶V  HYHU\GD\
µFRQGLWLRQVDQGSURFHVVHV¶LQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ,QGHHGRQHFDQDUJXHWKDWWKH\KHOSWRFUHDWH
µHGXFDWHGQHVV¶E\LQWHUDFWLQJZLWKDQGFRQQHFWLQJVLJQLILFDQWSOD\HUVDUWHIDFWV and processes 
within the academy in various ways. However, within higher education academic writing 
development has historically been:  
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>«@OLPLWHGWRLWVUROHLQVXEMHFWVSHFLILFOHDUQLQJ>«@DQGKDVQRW>«@KDGDSODFHLQ
the curriculum in its own rigKW>«@,YDQLFDQG/HDLQ*DQREFVLN-Williams, 2006 p.6)  
  
Given this subsidiary role, it is not surprising that little attention has been paid to how lecturers 
PLJKWEHHQDEOHGRUHQFRXUDJHG WRVXSSRUWVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQWQHHGV
(Lea and Stierer, 2000).  Lecturers have not traditionally been encouraged to think explicitly 
KRZVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQWPLJKWEHLQIRUPHGE\ERWKWKHLr previous writing 
histories, as well as the disciplinary writing conventions and expectations that they are expected 
WRFRQIRUPWRDVXQGHUJUDGXDWHV$VGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHUOHFWXUHUV¶UROHDVDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
developers is an area even more neglected than the academic writing development of students.   
  
Paradoxically, the institutional lack RILQWHUHVWLQGHYHORSLQJXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
has continued, despite a number of high profile sector-wide reports, negative media cover and 
SROLWLFDOPRUDOSDQLFV)UHQFK'HDULQJ¶VNational Committee of Inquiry into Higher 
Education ( LGHQWLILHG D ODFN RI NH\ VNLOOV LQFOXGLQJ µDSSURSULDWH ZULWLQJ VNLOOV¶ LQ
university graduates, subsequently calling for study skills to be embedded into every degree, 
for all students.  Several years later, the White Paper, The Future of Higher Education (2003), 
DOVRFDOOHGIRUDPXFKJUHDWHUHPSKDVLVRQGHYHORSLQJXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶µFRPPXQLFDWLRQVNLOOV¶
including writing.  Despite recognition by both reports that something needed to be done, 
neither fully addressed the question of who was to carry out academic writing development or 
how it might be best achieved.    
  
Media and political concern has been particularly vocal about the poor quality of undergraduate 
ZULWLQJRYHUWKHODVWWKLUW\\HDUVIUHTXHQWO\OLQNLQJLWWRGHEDWHVDERXWµGXPELQJGRZQ¶LQWKH
higher education sector (French, 2013). The Labour party administration (1997-2010), in 
particular, pushed for a widening participation agenda. This was designed to open up and 
WUDQVIRUP%ULWDLQ¶VWUDGLWLRQDOO\H[FOXVLYHKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQV\VWHPas they sought to dismantle 
educational barriers and challenging some of the traditional class-based learner identities 
associated with university entry (Reay et al., 2008).  However, it was not long before critics of 
widening participation began to make a connection between falling standards, especially with 
UHJDUG WR VWXGHQWV¶ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ DQG WKH LQFUHDVLQJ SDUWLFLSDWLRQ RI QRQ-traditional 
students in the sector (French, 2013). Ganobcsik-:LOOLDPV¶ Report on the Teaching of 
Academic Writing in UK Higher Education for the Royal Literary Fund (2004), explores a 
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OLWDQ\RIFRPSODLQWVPDGHDERXWWKHTXDOLW\RIVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJIURPZLWKLQDQGRXWVLGHWKH
academy.  Writing Matters, produced by the Royal Literacy Fund (2006) and the Tomlinson 
Report (2004) also claimed that many students were entering university unable to write well 
enough for the demands of higher education.    
  
0RUHUHFHQWO\LWKDVEHHQDUJXHGWKDWHYHQµJROGVWDQGDUG¶TXDOLILFDWLRQVOLNH$/HYHOVDQG
the International Baccalaureate, do not actually prepare students very effectively for university 
success (Winterson and Russ, 2008).  It is interesting, with regard to this largely unresolved 
tension around widening participation and academic standards, to note how the perceived 
liberalisation or democratisation of powerful institutions, like universities, often produces a 
counter-culture of fear and danger that opposes and even demonises agents of change.  
2¶)DUUHOO  DUJXHV WKDW WKLV LV EHFDXVH GHPRFUDWLVDWLRQ WKUHDWens, or at best renders 
conditional, many traditional privileges enjoyed by powerful groups in society.     
   
This might help explain why, despite the apparent urgency of alleged problems associated with 
falling standards of academic writing in higher education, there is a continuing reluctance (or 
inability) by politicians and academics to acknowledge the complexity of academic writing 
practices, and a lack of honesty about how certain discourses restrict and simplify conceptions 
of academic writing across higher education.  Indeed, Burke (2008) notes how instead:    
  
>«@FRQFHUQVDERXWTXDOLW\DQGZLGHQLQJSDUWLFLSDWLRQDUHRIWHQMX[WDSRVHGLQSROLF\
discourses, reinforcing differences, misrecognitions and exclusions. (p.2)  
  
What follows in this chapter is a discussion of several common models of academic writing 
development in higher education and their relation to academic writing development 
pedagogies.  It is an attempt to make visible the kinds of tacit knowledge and assumptions 
about teaching and learning underpinning higher education academic writing and writing 
development practices, and the perceptions of lecturers in the research domain discussed in 
Chapter 7.  Section 4.2 outlines common academic writing and writing development 
approaches currently used across higher education, whilst section 4.3 examines how critical 
pedagogies can be used to explore the more problematised reconceptualisations of academic 
writing development practices in higher education outlined in Chapter 3.   
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4.2 Models of Academic W riting Development in H igher Education  
  
Traditional academic writing development strategies in higher education are broadly based on 
the predominately autonomous, skills-based model of literacy critiqued in Chapter 3.  They are 
ilOXVWUDWHG LQ )LJXUH  EHORZ ZKLFK UHIOHFWV DVSHFWV RI )LJXUH ¶V pre-thesis 
µ&RQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ¶S 
  
Autonomous conceptualisations of academic writing practices in higher education  
Objective  
Techniscist skills set   
Universal    
Functional   
Performative   
Fixed   
Individualised   
These often result in deficit model for academic writing development.   
Figure 15: Autonomous conceptualisation of academic writing practices in higher education.  
  
Figure 15 illustrates how an autonomous model of academic writing functions as a fixed, 
universal skill-set that students and lecturers need only to learn, in order to produce or perform 
successful academic writing in the academy.  This model has little sense of the New Literacy 
6WXGLHV¶YLHZRIOLWHUDFLHVGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHUZKHUHWKHSURGXFWLRQRIGLIIHUHQWNLQGVRI
writing, even within the academy, is presented as a situated, fluid process, contingent on 
context.  In comparison, an autonomous institutional focus is too often predicated on the belief 
WKDWµJRRG¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJKDVWREHDFOHDUREMHFWLYHPHGLXPPHGLDWLQJZKDW5XWK
WHUPHGµHGXFDWHGQHVV¶RUPRUHJHQHUDOO\OHDUQLQJ 
  
An autonomous conceptualisation of academic writing supports traditional transmission or 
knowledge exchange models of pedagogy in the Academy that are instructionist, passive, 
teacher-directed and skills-based. Both mutually reinforcing approaches encourage universities 
to favour more individuated models of learning and assessment, where the emphasis is on 
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displaying subject-VSHFLILFOHDUQLQJWKURXJKDGHFRQWH[WXDOLVHGZULWWHQµSURGXFW¶7KLVLWFDQ
be argued, creates a teaching and learning environment that fails to acknowledge the role that 
situated academic writing practices and different writing experiences and identities play in the 
process of conveying learning, irrespective of discipline.  Such an environment creates a 
reductive reliance on content over form or product over process, especially when it comes to 
the assessment of summative written assessments.  The ubiquity of autonomous approaches to 
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQPHDQVWKDWWKH\FRQVWLWXWHDµJLYHQ¶ZKLFKRIWHQRSHUDWHV
DVDQLQYLVLEOHRUµWDNHQIRUJUDQWHG¶GRPLQDQWGLVFRXUVH informing undergraduate academic 
writing and writing development practices (Lea and Street, 1998; Lillis, 2001).  The ensuing 
HPSKDVLVRQWHFKQLFDOZULWLQJVNLOOVFDQLWKDVEHHQDUJXHGQRWRQO\KLQGHUVWXGHQWV¶FULWLFDO
thinking about their subject, but inhibit experimentation and stifle the creative expression of 
ideas (Ivanic, 1998; Lillis 2001).   
  
Autonomous models of academic writing development also encourage an unfortunate tendency 
to elide social and political differences between learners.  This is because they do not take into 
account the different experiences of writing that students bring with them to university.  For 
example, many traditional assumptions about academic writing practices have their origins in 
a time when students were part of a homogeneous, elite group who entered university via the 
successful completion of educational qualifications that relied on long-HVWDEOLVKHGµHVVD\LVW¶
forms of academic writing (Lillis, 2001). This shared writing history no longer holds true, 
especially for many widening participation students, who start their degrees having completed 
professional or vocational qualifications that often rely on evidence-gathering, portfolio-based 
literacies.  Others have either never acquired any formal educational qualifications or have been 
out of education for a long time (Davies, Swinburne and Williams, 2006).    
  
0F*LYQH\¶V  UHVHDUFK LOOXVWUDWHV WKH HIIHFWV RI ZKDW VKH FDOOV WKH µP\VWLTXH RI
XQIDPLOLDULW\DQGUHPRWHQHVV¶ZKLFKH[HPSOLILHVZK\WUDGLWLRQDOacademic writing practices 
often confound non-traditional students entering university through vocational or non-
WUDGLWLRQDOURXWHV  ,W LVSHUKDSVVSHFLILFDOO\ WKH 
XQIDPLOLDULW\DQGUHPRWHQHVV¶RIGRPLQDQW
academic writing practices, which for many students, accounts for the perception that they are 
less capable. It might also explain why, despite the pervasive, disciplinary power epitomised 
E\WKHDFFXOWXUDWLRQPRGHOWKHFRQFHSWRIµJRRG¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJUHPDLQVVWXEERUQO\HOXVLYH
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for many students, especially those from non-traditional backgrounds (Lillis and Turner, 2001; 
Ivanic and Clarke, 1997).  
  
4.2.1 The acculturation model  
  
The acculturation model of academic writing development operates on the premise that 
students are predisposed to absorb higher education academic writing practices through 
osmosis or immersion in the culture of the university or, more specifically, the demands and 
expectation of discipline-based study.  Lillis (2003) discusses how acculturation is assumed to 
KDSSHQREOLTXHO\WKURXJKVWXGHQWV¶LQWHUDFWLRQZLWKSHHUVOHFWXUHUVDQGH[SRVXUHWRDFDGHPLF
texts, in place of any overt academic writing development pedagogy.  Indeed, acculturation 
encourages lecturers to presume that students entering university are ready, more or less, to 
absorb the demands of undergraduate level academic writing practices.  In this way, it does not 
make allowance for how the expansion of higher education has created a huge increase in the 
numbers of part-time, overseas and widening participation students. This means that the 
acculturation model is often woefully inadequate, as it cannot meet the needs of a more 
heterogeneous student body who often have very diverse writing experiences prior to coming 
to university.  However, Ganobcsik-Williams (2006) points out that the acculturation approach 
is still common, particularly in research-intensive universities.  
  
Not surprisingly, lecturers who rely on this acculturation model often fail to acknowledge its 
inconsistencies and limitations.  These include the fact that although subject-specific lecturers 
determine the kinds of academic writing they expect from students, because they set and mark 
written summative assignments, there is rarely any obligation for them to interrogate or critique 
those assessed forms of academic writing with students. Nor is there usually any incentive to 
embed academic writing development activities into subject-specific teaching.  As an approach, 
therefore, acculturation:   
 
>«@ WHQGV WR WUHDWZULWLQJDVD WUDQVSDUHQWPHGLXPRI UHSUHVHQWDWLRQDQG VR IDLOV WR
address the deep language, literacy and discourse issues involved in the institutional 
production and UHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIPHDQLQJ¶/HDDQG6WUHHWS 
  
Acculturation does not address any such deeper discourse or issues, nor does it acknowledge 
how academic writing practices, for different disciplines, have been socially and culturally 
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constructed over time (Lillis and Turner, 2001).  For this reason, it often converts academic 
writing problems into a personal problem or deficit, rather than an institutional failure to meet 
the diverse needs of students.    
  
4.2.2 The deficit model   
  
Deficit or remedial models of academic writing support are most often offered alongside the 
acculturation approach, as a response to students who are struggling with academic writing, 
despite their immersion in the culture of their discipline.  Officially, deficit provision exists for 
VWXGHQWV ZKR QHHG µKHOS¶ LQ JHWWLQJ WKH WHFKQLFDO DVSHFWV RI WKHLU DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ OLNH
VSHOOLQJJUDPPDUVWUXFWXULQJDVVLJQPHQWVDQGUHIHUHQFLQJµULJKW¶ 2QHFRXOGDUJXHPRUH
controversially, that it exists for students who have failed to pick up on the tacit cues about  
academic writing development that acculturation offers.  That is, the deficit resides with the 
support model, not the students.   
  
Often deficit provision is located in centrally-EDVHGµ/HDUQLQJ&HQWUHV¶WKDWSRVLWLYHO\SURPRWH
their services to students on the basis of friendliness, flexibility and accessibility.  These centres 
are avowedly non-judgemental and the people who work in them strive not to seem as though 
they are part of a deficit model of support, with all the negative connotations that brings with 
it.  For example, students are often encouraged to self-refer for support, they can determine the 
content or number of sessions that they attend and they are able to opt in to individual or small 
group sessions, all of which is an attempt to give them a sense of control.  Unfortunately, the 
recent work of Smit (2012), which draws on Northedge (2003b) and Haggis (2008), suggests 
that the deficit model of academic writing support in higher education is least likely to be taken 
up by those who need it the most.   
  
7KLVUHOXFWDQFHPD\GHYHORSEHFDXVHVWXGHQWV¶IHDUDQGDODFNFRQILGHQFHLQWKHLUDFDGHPLF
writing have been shown to develop as a response to negative feedback from their lecturers 
(Johnson and Pajares, 1994; Pajares, 2003).  Pajares (2003) points out that a reluctance to seek 
help is especially true of students who lack confidence about their academic writing to begin 
with.  They are the most apprehensive about receiving negative feedback and are often reluctant 
to seek out support when they do receive it, resulting in ever weaker self-efficacy.  Northedge 
(2003), describes how students can get very demoralised about negative feedback on their work 
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from lecturers who intimate that their existing writing practices are inappropriate or just plain 
wrong, without providing any concrete strategies to address or change how they might improve 
future written assignments.  Students, he suggests, often feel ashamed that their work has been 
singled out in this way and are consequently unhappy about coming forward to ask for help. 
Conversely, students who feel confident about their writing worry less about engaging in 
academic writing and respond more positively to constructive criticism.  Their self-efficacy is 
correspondingly high and they are not afraid to seek out support to improve further.  However, 
research by Newell-Jones et al. (2005) revealed that half of the lecturers in their research setting 
felt that teaching academic writing skills was not pDUWRI WKHLU UROH 7KH\ZDQWHGVWXGHQWV¶
writing development to be dealt with through external additional support provision, despite the 
fact that Durkin and Main (2002) found that academic writing skills, like note-taking and 
writing essays, were identifLHGE\VWXGHQWVDVWKHLUZHDNHVWµVWXG\VNLOO¶ 
  
Another weakness in the deficit model is the extent to which it decontextualises academic 
writing development.  This is because support is usually offered by generic writing developers 
who inevitably cannot share the disciplinary background, and concomitant subject-specific 
writing practices, of every student they work with.  Perhaps just as importantly, nor do they 
have any input into the written summative assessments that their clients are having to produce.  
This leaves writing developers, like the students that they are trying to help, often having to 
guess not only what the lecturer setting the assessment actually wants the students to write 
about, but how exactly they want them to write about it, and why.   
  
Nonetheless, the historical dominance of the deficit approach to academic writing development 
within higher education is hegemonic; if institutions offer nothing else in the way of academic 
writing development they will usually offer some form of deficit model provision.  As Lea and 
Stierer (2000) have pointed out, it is a model of literacy support and development that has been 
transferred unproblematically to higher education from schools.  Ironically, Newell-Jones et 
al., (2005) suggest that the deficit mRGHO¶V VWUDQJOHKROG RQ DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ GHYHORSPHQW
practices in higher education is exacerbated due to the fact that:   
   
The majority of academics have probably been exposed to this model as students 
themselves and are as novices in the practice arena [of writing development] (p.4).   
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6HSDUDWHµEROW-RQ¶SURYLVLRQ 
  
Alternatively, or in addition to, centralised provision for deficit academic writing support, many 
XQLYHUVLW\GHJUHHVRIIHUFRPSXOVRU\µEROWRQ¶VWXG\VNLOOVPRGXOHVDVSDUWRIWKHir first year 
GHJUHHSURJUDPPHV'RORXJKDQ:LQJDWH¶VUDQGRPVHDUFKRIWKHZHELQUHYHDOHG
that of ten post-1992 and ten pre-1992 higher education institution, all but two offered bolt-on 
study-skills courses.  Bolt-on provision is a more compensatory model of academic writing 
VXSSRUWDOWKRXJKLWGRHVVKDUHVRPHRIWKHGHILFLWPRGHO¶VFKDUDFWHULVWLFV)RUH[DPSOHEROW-
on provision is often delivered or co-delivered by specialist writing-developers who are not 
PHPEHUVRI WKHVWXGHQWV¶GLVFLSOinary-based teaching team.  Lea and Street (1998) describe 
how bolt-on provision is also predicated on a very autonomous approach to academic writing 
development as it assumes:  
  
>«@DVHWRIDWRPLVHGVNLOOVZKLFKVWXGHQWVKDYHWROHDUQDQGZKLFKDUHWKHQ transferable 
WRRWKHUFRQWH[WV7KHIRFXVLVRQDWWHPSWVWR³IL[´SUREOHms with student learning.  The 
WKHRU\RIODQJXDJHRQZKLFK>WKLVDSSURDFK@LVEDVHGHPSKDVLVHVVXUIDFHIHDWXUHV¶RI
writing rather than logic and structure (pp.158-159).   
  
Separating academic writing development out from subject-specific learning through study 
skills modules reinforces the central tenet of the autonomous model, namely that students need 
only to master an appropriate set of writing skills, independent of any context in which their 
ZULWLQJ LVHPSOR\HG LQRUGHU WR µZULWHZHOO¶ RUEHWWHU 0RUHRYHU WKHYHU\EUHDGWKRI WKH
study skills remit, including as it does, information skills, time and stress management, digital 
literacies, group work and presentation skills amongst others, often leaves little space for 
specific development around academic writing practices in broad-based study skills modules.  
  
Bolt-on modules are often very unpopular with students who either feel that they do not need 
the additional module and/or are resentful that they have to spend time on a module that is not 
directly relevant to the subject that they have come to university to study.  Research into bolt-
on forms of writing development provision have found that they are less effective than 
embedding academic writing development within subject-specific modules, and/or developing 
complementary online digital resources which support the development of information 
literacies (Bent and Stockdale, 2009; Beetham, McGill, and Littlejohn, 2009) or a combination 
of both (Secker and Coonan, 2011).    
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4.2.4 Embedded approaches to academic writing development   
  
:LQJDWH  DUJXHV WKDW WKH ZKROH FRQFHSW RI µZULWLQJ-as-VNLOO¶ /LOOLV  S LV
insufficiently nuanced for meaningful academic writing development in higher education.  Real 
support, she argues:   
  
>«@FDQRQO\EHDFKLHYHGZLWKLQWKHVXEMHFWDQGWKURXJKH[SODQDWLRQVPRGHOOLQJDQG
feedback by subject tutors. (p.463)  
  
The move to a more embedded model of academic writing development has been encouraged 
E\WKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVLQ'HDULQJ¶VUHSRUWDQGWKH:KLWH3DSHUThe Future of Higher 
Education (2003), as mentioned above. In response to these reports there has been some 
movement towards replacing stand-DORQHµEROWRQ¶SURYLVLRQE\µEXLOGLQJ-LQ¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
activities across degree programmes.  There have been a number of research projects which 
suggest that embedding writing development in this way can be a very positive experience for 
students and lecturers alike (Lea and Street, 1998; Lillis,  2001; Wingate, 2006).  For example, 
Beetham et al., (2009) demonstrated that academic writing development µacquired iteratively, 
WKURXJKSUDFWLFHZLWKLQDXWKHQWLFWDVNVDQGDVQHHGHG¶SZDVPRUHHIIHFWLYHWKDQZKHQ
delivered in isolation from the discipline that the student was studying.  However, delivery of 
embedded provision by subject specialists does raise a number of questions about the extent to 
which lecturers are, or can be, prepared to undertake an academic writing development role.  
This issue was raised in Chapter 2 and is picked up again in more detail in Chapters 7 and 8.    
  
One can argue that in order to overcome the difficulties many students experience around 
academic writing development, lecturers in higher education need to be more explicit about 
ZKDWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVWKHLUVHWZULWWHQDVVLJQPHQWVUHTXLUH2¶'RQRYDQ Price and 
5XVW7KLVUHTXLUHVZKDW/HDDQG6WUHHWFDOOHGDQµDFDGHPLFOLWHUDFLHVDSSURDFK¶
ZKLFK VXSSRUWV OHFWXUHUV WR FRQVFLRXVO\ µLQGXFW VWXGHQWV LQWR VSHFLILF IRUPV RI DFDGHPLF
GLVFRXUVH¶/HDDQG6WUHHWS7KHFRQFHSWRIµDFDGHPLFOLWHUDFLHV¶DFNQRZOHGJHV
that academic writing in higher education is primarily shaped by discursively constructed 
disciplinary contexts and educational settings, within which it is taught and which are distinct 
from other domains, such as home or work. Ivanic and Satchwell (2006), Lillis (2003) and Lea 
and Ivanic (2006), also use this idea to draw attention to how higher education writing practices 
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discursively construct and position students and lecturers hierarchically around academic 
writing practices, as well as the other writing practices that they bring with them to university.   
,PSRUWDQWO\ KRZHYHU 2¶'RQRYDQ HW DO  DUJXH WKDW LQ RUGHU WR EH DEOH WR GR WKLV
effectively and confidently, lecturers need to have a heightened awareness of what those 
academic writing practices are and how they can be developed in students.    
  
µ:ULWLQJLQWKH'LVFLSOLQHV¶:,'DQGµ:ULWLQJDFURVVWKH&XUULFXOXP¶:$&DUHHPEHGGHG
approaches to academic writing development that originated in higher education in the US.  In 
WKH8.WKH\DUHPRUHRIWHQFDOOHGµZKROHRUJDQLVDWLRQ¶DSSURDFKHV7KHVe broad embedded 
approaches avoid some of the difficulties associated with deficit and autonomous models of 
writing development as they encourage subject specialists and writing developers to work 
together within disciplinary contexts to develop academic writing development for all students, 
not just those deemed to be struggling. Both WAC and WID support teaching subject 
specialisms and academic writing development together as part of an integrated learning 
experience, arguing that this approach is more effective than providing separate forms of 
academic writing development provision (Allan and Clarke 2007; Ganobcsik-Williams, 2006; 
Zawack and Rogers, 2012).    
  
The WAC Clearinghouse (http://wac.colostate.edu/), hosted by Colorado State University, is 
an impressive open-access resource dedicated to the promotion of academic writing as a 
learning heuristic in and of itself for staff and students across all sectors and subjects.  WAC 
aims to give students, and importantly subject-specific lecturers, an opportunity to consciously 
experience and appreciate academic writing practices as an integral part of the learning process 
by highlighting the relationship between critical thinking and academic writing (Ganobcsik- 
Williams, 2011). Advocates of WID more specifically argue that academic writing 
expectations in higher education, as elsewhere, are shaped by the disciplinary contexts in which 
they take place and should therefore be developed through communities of practice based 
within those disciplines (Kennedy and Kennedy, 2012).  The latter, it is argued, allows students 
to develop a confidence and competence in their particular subject areas though active 
participation in a number of related activities, using the kinds of dialogic and critical literacy 
pedagogies which are discussed in more detail below.  These could include opportunities to 
complete low-stakes academic writing, modelling of appropriate academic writing and sharing 
feedback between peers and lecturers.  
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WAC and WID approaches share many of the broad NLS precepts discussed in Chapter 3; 
including the idea that writing in education is always a complex, social and process-led activity.  
As such, they reflect a more ideological model of literacy and academic writing development 
that draws on Lea and Street (1998) µDFDGHPLFOLWHUDFLHV¶DSSURDFK,WLVXVHIXODWWKLVSRLQWWR
consider various critical pedagogies that inform and support more embedded ideological 
models of writing development.  Although they may not so established or common in higher 
education as the autonomous models discussed above, they are an important aspect of the 
µZULWLQJLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶RISDUWLFLSDQWOHFWXUHUVLQWKLVVWXG\ 
  
4.3 Problematised Conceptualisations of Academic W riting Practices in H igher 
Education.  
  
&ULWLFDOSHGDJRJLHVXVHIXOO\WURXEOHWUDGLWLRQDOFRQFHUQVDERXWDXWRQRPRXVLGHDORIµFRUUHFW¶
forms of academic writing and politicise the social privileging of some established academic 
writing practices in higher education.  This section specifically considers the extent to which 
critical pedagogies can encourage a more problematised conceptualisation of academic writing 
practices in higher education, as illustrated in Figure 16 below, which represents the post-thesis 
VLGHRI)LJXUH¶Vµ&RQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ¶S 
  
Problematised reconceptualisations of academic writing practices in higher education  
Ideological  
Subjective  
Social practice  
Situated  
Creative  
Developmental  
Fluid  
Figure 16: Problematised reconceptualisation of academic writing practices in higher education.  
  
Figure 16 represents a sharp contrast to the clearly demarcated lines drawn between academic 
writing development and subject specific learning, which are traditionally found within higher 
education and illustrated in Figure 9 (p.63).  
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Critical literacy pedagogies draw attention to how dominant academic writing and writing 
development practices often fix writing and writing identities in ways that conflict with, or do 
QRWUHIOHFWLQGLYLGXDOV¶IHHOLQJVDERXWWKHPVHOYHVDVHGXFDWRUVRUOHDUQHUV&ODUNHDQG,YDQLF
1997; Ivanic, 1998; Lillis, 2001).  In doing so, they begin to open up discussions about writing 
and identity that more traditional academic writing discourses and practices often close down.  
For example, a critical literacies approach critiques simple deficit and techniscist models of 
support for writing and helps articulate WID concerns about how disciplinary differences are 
expressed through academic writing practices. Social pedagogies help appraise how effectively 
communities of practice can encourage the interactive aspects of teaching and learning that 
WAC is rooted in. Lastly, critical discourse theory can be used to explain how power relations 
are experienced through academic writing texts and artefacts in the Academy by using an 
academic literacies approach.    
  
What all these critical pedagogies have in common is the potential to encourage more 
innovative, interactive and fluid ways of theorising about and delivering academic writing 
development in higher education.  
  
4.3.1. Critical literacies   
  
&ULWLFDO OLWHUDF\ LV D µGHHS¶ DSSURDFK WR DFDGHPLFZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQW DVRSSRVHG WRPRUH
µVXUIDFH¶ DXWRQRPRXV VNLOOV-based models.  Critical literacy approaches make visible the 
processes and functions of academic writing, such as the requirement to understand, integrate 
and structure information in specific disciplinary ways (Biggs 2003; Ramsden, 2003; Biggs 
and Tang, 2007).  They are also concerned with:  
  
>«@UHODWLRQVRISRZHUDQGWKXVZLWKWKHPDQQHULQZKLFKSRZHUFLUFXODWHVERWKLQWKH
real world and within particular texts. (Wallace, 2001, p.210)  
  
In order to work within a critical literacy paradigm however, lecturers need a thorough NLS 
based understanding of how academic writing practices are constituted, socially, culturally and 
linguistically, and how they relate to the pedagogic approaches that characterise their particular 
GLVFLSOLQHV  7KLV DSSURDFK FDQ EH DOOLHG WR%HUQVWHLQ¶V   UHVHDUFK RQ µFRGHV RI
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VFKRROLQJ¶ZKLFKKHDUJXHGVKDSHGDQGKLHUDUFKLVHGWKHSRZHUUHODWLRQVVXVWDLQLQJµVFKRROHG
OLWHUDFLHV¶  For Street (2003), teaching in any educational setting:  
  
>«@HQWDLOVWKHUHFRJQLWLRQRIPXOWLSOHOLWHUDFLHVYDU\LQJDFFRUGLQJWRWLPHDQGVSDFH
EXWDOVRFRQWHVWHGLQUHODWLRQVRISRZHU>«@S 
  
,QKLVODWHUUHVHDUFK%HUQVWHLQJRHVVRIDUDVWRVXJJHVWWKDWDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VUHODWLRQVKLS
to educational structures and processes may provide an explanation for individual educational 
performance, or under-performance, as well as accounting for broader disparities in educational 
achievement across different social groups. He writes:   
  
>«@UHJXODWHGXQHTXDOGLVWULEXWLRQRISULYLOHJLQJSULQFLSOHVRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQ>  @
and that social class, indirectly, effects the classification and framing of the elaborated 
code transmitted by the school so as to facilitate and perpetuate its unequal acquisition. 
Thus the code theory accepts neither a deficit nor a difference position but draws 
attention to the relations between macro power relations and micro practices of 
transmission, acquisition and evaluation and the positioning and positioning to which 
these practices give rise. (1990, p.118±19)  
  
This notion of multiple literacies, which operate as differentiated affective codes, echoes 
Bourdieu and FoucDXOW¶VWKHRULHVDERXWWKHUHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQFXOWXUDOFDSLWDOSRZHUDQG
language. These elements, in experiential terms, are often played out through individual and 
group experiences of education and schooled literacies. This can mean that students from 
marginalised social groups, who have not traditionally participated in higher education, feel 
that they have to hide or downplay any vernacular literacies they may use, replacing them with 
new, more pedagogically aligned, and therefore acceptable literacies (Lillis and McKinney, 
2003).    
  
One aspect of critical literacy explores how personal, vernacular literacies can be positively 
incorporated into pedagogised educational spaces in order to encourage powerful and 
empowering synergies around learning through academic writing practices.  For example, 
,YDQLF¶V7/53SURMHFWLiteracies for Learning in Further Education (2003 - 2006), produced 
DJUHDWGHDORIGDWD,WORRNHGFORVHO\DWWKHZD\VLQZKLFKIXUWKHUHGXFDWLRQVWXGHQWV¶KRPH
literacy practices could and should be used, and even celebrated, by lecturers in a broadly 
Freirean approach to facilitating learning (Ivanic, Edwards, Satchwell, and Smith, 2007; 
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Satchwell and Ivanic, 2009).  In a similar vein, Barnett (2000, 2007) acknowledges the 
importance of the personal to the pedagogic, arguing that one of the main aims of higher 
HGXFDWLRQ VKRXOG EH WR HQFRXUDJH DQG GHYHORS VWXGHQWV¶ DELOLW\ WR UHIOHFW FULWLFDOO\ DQG
creatively through three domains: academic knowledge, the self and the world.   
  
BarnHWW¶V  µWKUHH GRPDLQ WKHRU\¶ FDQ EH UHFDVW LQ FULWLFDO OLWHUDF\ WHUPV DV DZD\ RI
understanding how knowledge, the self and the world are mediated through the various 
academic and/or schooled  literacies individuals are exposed to in education and beyond.  For 
example, Pahl and Rowsell (2012) carried out research around teacher-HGXFDWRUV¶SHGDJRJLFDO
text-making practices. Their study showed how a critical literacy approach opened up space in 
the classroom to critique what the researchers termed, the VWXGHQWV¶ µVHGLPHQWHG¶ LGHQWLWLHV
These multi-OD\HUHG LGHQWLWLHV ZHUH HPERGLHG LQ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ QXPHURXV OLWHUDFLHV ERWK
VFKRROHGDQGYHUQDFXODU7KHµVHGLPHQWHG¶ZULWLQJLGHQWLWLHVWKDWHPHUJHGQRWRQO\ORRNHGWR
past writing experiences, but suggestHGQHZGLUHFWLRQVWKDWVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJPLJKWFRXOGWDNH 
7KLVQRWLRQRIFRYDOHQWPXOWLSOHZULWLQJLGHQWLWLHVUHIOHFWV,YDQLF¶VHDUOLHUFRQFHSWRI
co-H[LVWLQJDXWRELRJUDSKLFDODXWKRULDODQGGLVFRXUVDOµVHOYHV¶ZKLFKVKHDUJXHGLQGLYLGXDOV
should be encouraged to distinguish between and develop for different purposes.     
  
,Q&KDSWHU%URQIHQEUHQQHU¶V(FRORJLFDOPRGHOZKLFKLOOXVWUDWHGOLQNVEHWZHHQZLGHU
community and family contexts, was adapted to illustrate the rhizomic relationships that inform 
DQ\LQGLYLGXDO¶VXVHRIOLWHUDFLHVVSHFLILFDOO\IRUPVRIZULWLQJ,QHGXFDWLRQFULWLFDOOLWHUDF\
approaches recognise how non-educational literacies, vernacular and informal, often impact on 
the educational structures and processes that an individual may have to negotiate as part of their 
learning. For example it has been used to ask how multiliteracies, such those encouraged by 
new digital technologies, may affect the teaching and learning in any educational setting or 
curriculum, including higher education disciplines.      
  
Critical literacy approaches also assert that the many texts, both produced and consumed by 
OHFWXUHUVDQGVWXGHQWVDUHµIUDPHG¶E\OLWHUDF\SUDFWLFHVWKDWSRVLWLRQUHDGHUVDQGZULWHUVLQ
different ways.  As Swain (2010) asserts in her critical literacies study of how children read 
magazines:  
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Effectively, we interpret the world and develop our views and values based upon what 
ZHVHHUHSUHVHQWHGLQWH[W>«@S 
  
Fairclough (1992b), debates how crLWLFDO OLWHUDFLHV¶ DSSURDFKHV FRPSOHPHQW KLV FRQFHSW RI
Critical Literacy Analysis (CLA) in that CLA enables students and lecturers to challenge and 
critique academic writing practices and writing development through the discipline-related 
texts that they are producing and consuming in higher education.  For this reason, Fairclough 
(2001) asserts that lecturers need to take into account complex inter-relationships between 
WH[WV LQFOXGLQJ WKH µSURFHVVHV RI SURGXFWLRQ¶ DQG WKH µVRFLDO¶ RU µGLVFLSOLQDU\ FRQGLWLRQV¶
within which those relationships are experienced (p.26).  Furthermore, he asserts that what 
constitutes appropriate academic writing can, at any given time, be said to affect and to be 
affected by constant processes of social change that characterised any particular educational 
setting or context.     
  
In this way, CLA can be linked in to the work of NLS theorists like Barton and Hamilton 
(1998), as using critical literacies theory in their teaching enables lecturers to ask what 
distinguishes higher education literacies from any other literacies. In doing so, they can 
problematise and foreground the processes and assumptions informing academic literacy 
SUDFWLFHVZKLFKUHQGHUWKHPYLVLEOHDQGVWRSWKHPEHLQJVRµWDNHQIRUJUDQWHG¶$OYHVVRQDQG
Skoldberg, 2000).  Making academic writing and writing development practices visible like 
this relocates them discursively, yet they remain ambiguous and problematic (like µWKURXJKD
JODVVGDUNO\¶and this makes them difficult to define or pin down.  As Sally Mitchell asks, in 
her keynote at the 2009 European Association for the Teaching of Academic Writing 
FRQIHUHQFHODWHUSXEOLVKHGLQDQGHQWLWOHGµThe Roles of Writing Development in Higher  
(GXFDWLRQ DQG %H\RQG¶ 1RZ \RX GRQ¶W VHH LW QRZ \RX GR :ULWLQg Made Visible in the 
University¶ 
  
>«@\RXGRQ¶WVHHLW>DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ@EXWQRZZKHQ\RX¶YHEHHQWROGZKDWWRVHH
you do.  Or do you?   
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4.3.2 Social pedagogies of learning   
  
In British higher education there has been a tendency to see pedagogy as culturally and 
politically disengaged from the personal and interpersonal, with students following very 
individualised trajectories of knowledge acquisition (Alexander, 2010, Simon, 1999). An 
overtly social approach to developing academic writing skills challenges the idea that there is 
OLWWOHFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIDVXEMHFWDQGLWVVRFLRFXOWXUDOOLWHUDFLHV 
based context (Scardamalia and Bereiter, 2003).  Social pedagogies of learning entail an 
DOWRJHWKHU PRUH VRFLDO RU FROOHFWLYH µSHGDJRJ\ RI PXWXDOLW\
 %UXQHU  S ZKLFK
reflects the teaching practices popularised by Dewey (1933) and Vygotsky (1962).  For Dewey, 
(1933) education, or more accurately learning, was mediated through an overtly dialectic 
process between individuals and the various learning communities that they were a part of.  His 
students were encouraged to reflect on and learn from each other, as well as apply their learning 
to personally relevant problems.  This ensured that what they learnt could evolve beyond a 
fixed curriculum or body of knowledge.   
  
9\JRWVN\¶V  µ=RQH RI 3UR[LPDO 'HYHORSPHQW¶ DQG %UXQHU¶V  FRQFHSW RI
µVFDIIROGLQJ¶ERWKH[HPSOLI\LQKHUHQWO\VRFLDOSHGDJRgic models.  These models recognise the 
centrality of social learning and teaching relationships that constantly connect individual 
students to their peer groups and lecturers.  Vygotsky was especially interested in the networks 
created as part of an indivLGXDOFKLOG¶VGHYHORSPHQWWKHFXOWXUDOVSHFLILFVRIWKHSHGDJRJLHV
they were exposed to and their wider social and historical enculturation. Such networks or 
relationships also exist in higher education, as they do in any educational setting, where 
academic writing is informed and shaped by particular practices such as, lectures, seminars, 
tutorials, essays and reports.  Participation in and guidance around socially situated academic 
writing practices, either tacit or explicit, becomes increasingly important therefore to the whole 
SURFHVVRI WHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJEULGJLQJ WKH JDS IURP µZKDW LV NQRZQ¶ WR µZKDWZDVQRW
NQRZQ¶ 
  
Alexander (2008) centres on an overtly dialogic model of learning and teaching.  His model 
reflects an academic literacies view that learning requires dialogic and essentially creative 
relationships between teachers and learners and learners and their peers.  These relationships 
IDFLOLWDWHDSURFHVVRILQWHUVXEMHFWLYLW\RUµLQWHUWKLQNLQJ¶/LWWOHWRQDQG0HUFHUZKLFK
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functions as a key pedagogical tool.  As Alexander writes, teaching and learning is dialogue 
about:  
  
 >«@WKHGLIIHUHQWZD\VRIH[SORULQJNQRZLQJDQGPDNLQJVHQVHUHSUHVHQWHGE\WKH
HVWDEOLVKHG GLVFLSOLQHV RI HQTXLU\ DQG EHWZHHQ WKHVH DQG HDFK LQGLYLGXDO¶V Xnique 
SHUVRQDONQRZOHGJH>«@$OH[DQGHUS 
  
$OH[DQGHU¶V GLDORJLF WHDFKLQJ PRGHO OLNH %HUQVWHLQ¶V WKHRU\ RI FRGHV DQG WKH LGHDV
underpinning the range of NLS theorists discussed in Chapter 3, acknowledges that teaching 
spaces always involve a variety of literacies or repertoires of talk, including everyday talk, 
learning talk, teaching talk which teachers and learners use, often interchangeably in 
HGXFDWLRQDOVHWWLQJVGHSHQGLQJRQWKHSXUSRVHDQGFRQWH[W,Q$OH[DQGHU¶VPRGHOWDONDQGE\
implication other forms of communication such as writing, only become specifically pedagogic 
when they are informed by five principles, namely: collectivity, reciprocity,  support, 
cumulation and  purposefulness, ZKLFKDUHDOOSULQFLSOHVLQIRUPLQJKLVµGLDORJLFFODVVURRP¶
(Alexander, 2008, pp. 112±113)  
  
Mercer (2000) pays attention to how purposeful pedagogic dialogue, at any level of learning, 
requires a shared focus and effective communication between all participants.  Drawing on  
5RJRII¶VFRQFHSWRIµLQWHUVXEMHFWLYLW\¶0HUFHUVKRZVKRZ, DOWKRXJK5RJRII¶VFRQFHSW
RIµJXLGHGSDUWLFLSDWLRQ¶RULJLQDWHGRXWRIZRUNZLWKFKLOGUHQLWFDQEHXVHIXOO\DSSOLHGWRDGXOW
OHDUQHUVDVLWSULPDULO\LQYROYHVGLDORJXHZLWKSHHUVDQGOHFWXUHUVDERXWWKHµFXOWXUDOVFULSWV¶
particular to any community of learning/learners.  Considered in the context of academic 
writing, guided participation represents one way that a co-constructionist approach could be 
XVHG WR QXUWXUH HIIHFWLYHO\ VWXGHQWV¶ FRQILGHQW XVH RI DFDGHPLc writing practices in higher 
education disciplines.   
  
4.3.3 Situated learning   
  
It is important to acknowledge that perceptions about academic writing will be affected by, and 
XOWLPDWHO\UHIOHFWLQGLYLGXDOV¶HGXFDWLRQDOH[SHULHQFHVDQGSHUVRQDOSUHIHrences, as well as the 
expectations embedded in the contexts or settings of particular academic disciplines, 
institutions, degrees and even modules that students  are studying or teaching (Fairclough, 
2003; Burke, 2005). The specificity and situatedness of academic writing practices is, therefore, 
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clearly an important aspect of academic writing development practices.  Brown, et al., (1989) 
define situated learning as that which reproduces or contextualises skills individuals will be 
XVLQJLQµUHDOOLIH¶7hey argue that applying learning in real life conditions means that learners 
are more likely to engage in creative problem-solving, and are better placed to apply their 
learning across different contexts.  At its simplest, situated learning encourages educators to 
place their students in environments that are as similar as possible to the real life contexts in 
which their learning will actually be used.  For vocational training, it is clear to see how this 
approach could and does work, as student-dentists or engineers will eventually, albeit under 
supervision, have to practice what they are learning in university when qualified.  Brown et al., 
(1989) suggested that in such vocational settings:  
  
7KHDFWLYLW\LQZKLFKNQRZOHGJHLVGHYHORSHGDQGGHSOR\HG>«@is not separable from 
or ancillary to learning and cognition. Nor is it neutral. Rather, it is an integral part of 
what is learned. Situations might be said to co-produce knowledge through activity. 
Learning and cognition, it is now possible to argue, are fundamentally situated. (p.1)  
  
7KHµUHDOOLIH¶DUHQDIRUDFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQGZULWLQJGHYHORSPHQWLQWKHKXPDQLWLHVRUDUWV
subjects is not, however, so clear cut, as  many academic writing practices,  such as essays, are  
not usually  transferable to any  post-university work/life situation. Nonetheless, the value of 
essays, according to situated theories of learning may lie in how they provide:  
  
>«@FRQFHSWXDODQGPHWKRGRORJLFDOUHVRXUFHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLQJWKHIXQGDPHQWDO
processes of cognition as a social and situated activity.   (Kirshner and Whitson, 1997, 
p.3)   
  
7KHLGHDWKDWHVVD\ZULWLQJLVµDVRFLDODQGVLWXDWHGDFWLYLW\¶GHWHUPLQHGGLIIHUHQWO\E\HDFK
disciplinary field in higher education, is developed further in Chapter 7.  Suffice to say at this 
point that situated learning approaches to academic writing necessitate a careful examination 
of the dominant academic writing practices extant in any given disciplinary field. One needs 
also to pay particular attention to the assumptions and values informing the epistemes that have 
GHYHORSHGWRDUWLFXODWHWKRVHGRPLQDQWZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV,QYHVWLJDWLQJGRPLQDQWRIWHQµWDNHQ
IRUJUDQWHG¶SURFHVVHVRIFRJQLWLRQDQGH[SUHVVLRQLQWKLVZD\FDQWURXEOHWUDGLWLRQDOFRQFHSWV
of how knowledge transfer is effected, or publically performed, through the medium of 
academic writing by shifting the focus away:  
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>«@IURPWKHLQGLYLGXDODVWKHXQLWRIDQDO\VLVWRZDUGWKHVRFLRFXOWXUDOVHWWLQJLQZKLFK 
>ZULWLQJ@DFWLYLWLHVDUHHPEHGGHG>«@.LUVKQHUDQG:KLWVRQS 
  
In this way, sLWXDWHGOHDUQLQJSHGDJRJLHVFKDOOHQJHWKHSDVVLYHµNQRZOHGJHWUDQVIHU¶PRGHOLQ
higher education where there is a traditional discourse around individuated, human capital 
models of knowledge acquisition.  Notions of situated learning for Barnett (2000) are vital in 
higher education precisely because they:  
  
>«@HQDEOH>VWXGHQWV@WRXQGHUVWDQGWKHFRQWHVWDELOLW\RIWKHNQRZOHGJHIUDPHZRUNV
they encounter.  (p.22)  
  
Barnett (2000) bemoans how traditional teaching models in higher education, unlike more 
student-centred further and adult education pedagogical approaches, too often place students 
in a passive and subservient relationship to the processes of  teaching and  learning, rather than 
encouraging them to contest them.  University students have becoPHKHDUJXHVµUHFLSLHQWVRI
DFXUULFXOXP¶SZKLFKDOORZVOLWWOHVSDFHIRUFUHDWLYLW\DQGLQQRYDWLRQUHVXOWLQJLQZKDW
0DF/XUHLQKHUFRQIHUHQFHVSHHFKµQualitative inquiry: where are the ruins?¶FDOOVD 
µVFULSWLQJRISHGDJRJ\¶ 
  
NLS studies into academic writing and writing development practices have often focussed on 
the situatedness of academic writing practices (Clarke and Ivanic, 1997; Ivanic, 1998 and Lillis, 
1997). Such studies conclude that academic settings, and the literacies that emerge from them, 
actually require lecturers and students to constantly negotiate and renegotiate their relationships 
in the setting through situated academic writing practices.  They also recognise  how academic 
writing practices constantly mediate leFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDOLGHQWLWLHVQRWRQO\WKURXJKVRFLDO
interaction with other writers in the Academy (through reading their work as well as meeting 
or working with them); but also from their own, often transformative, educational and life 
experiences of writing for different purposes (Ivanic, 1998).   
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4.3.4 Communities of practice   
  
/DYH DQG :HQJHU¶V  WKHRU\ RI µFRPPXQLWLHV RI SUDFWLFH¶ WUHDWV DOO OHDUQLQJ DV DQ
inherently social activity, that over time produces practices which embody the  distinctive 
nature of each community of practice.  Wenger discussed how:  
  
>«@FROOHFWLYHOHDUQLQJUHVXOWVLQSUDFWLFHVWKDWUHIOHFWERWKWKHSXUVXLWRIRXUHQWHUSULVHV
and the attendant social relations. These practices are thus the property of a kind of 
community created over time by the sustained pursuit of a shared enterprise. It makes 
sense, therefore to call these kinds of communities, communities of practice. (Wenger 
1998, p.45)  
  
The complexity of academic writing communities of practice in higher education can be 
FRQWUDVWHGZLWK/DYHDQG:HQJHU¶VLQLWLDOUHVHDUFKJURXSVZKHUHWKHFDVHVWXG\µH[SHUWV¶
DSSHDUHGWREHFRQILGHQWLQWKHLUUROHVDQGµQRYLFHV¶ZHUHDEOHWRREVHUYHDQGOHDUQIURPWKHP
before participating in one explicitly defined arena of practice.  In classic communities of 
practice lecturers could repreVHQW WKH VNLOOHG SUDFWLWLRQHUV RU µPDVWHUV¶ DQG VWXGHQWV WKH
µDSSUHQWLFHV¶+RZHYHU, LQOLYHGH[SHULHQFHDVWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶DFFRXQWVLQ&KDSWHUVXJJHVW
relationships between all these elements within the learning environment are inevitably 
dynamic, and often problematic.  Moreover, different universities, and the various schools and 
divisions within them, could be said to constitute different types of communities of practice. ! 
  
As a critical pedagogy, communities of practice introduce the idea that learning emerges 
WKURXJK DFWLYH µOHJLWLPDWH SHULSKHUDO SDUWLFLSDWLRQ¶ E\ LQGLYLGXDOV LQ µD FRPPXQLW\ RI
SUDFWLFH¶ORFDWHGLQDVSHFLILFGRPDLQ,QWKLVPRGHOOHDUQLQJRFFXUVZKHQDQLQGLYLGXDOLV
engaged in the social practices of a community, because µOHDUQLQJLVDQLQWHJUDODQGLQVHSDUDEOH
DVSHFWRIVRFLDOSUDFWLFH¶/DYHDQG:HQJHUS%HLQJHQJDJHGLQFRPPXQLWLHVRI
practice therefore:  
  
>«@ UHIHUV QRW MXVW WR ORFDO HYHQWV RI HQJDJHPHQW LQ FHUWDLQ DFWLYLWLHV ZLWK FHUWDLQ
people, but to a more encompassing process of being active participants in the practices 
of social communities and constructing identities in relation to these communities. 
(Wenger, 1998, p.4)  
  
Reflecting this idea, Candlin (1998) suggests that academic writing and writing development 
practices can be seen as:  
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>«@ D µYHKLFOH¶ E\ ZKLFK WR OHDG 
DSSUHQWLFHV
 WKURXJK D SURFHVV RI FRQWLQXDO
LPSURYHPHQWLQWRPHPEHUVKLSRIWKHGLVFLSOLQDU\DFDGHP\>«@S 
  
&OHDUO\:,'LVGUDZLQJRQ/DYHDQG:HQJHU¶VLGHDWKDWRYHUWLPHUHSHDWHGH[SRVXUH
WRDQGH[SHULHQFHRIDFRPPXQLW\¶VSUDFWLFHVPHDQVWKDWQHZPHPEHUVLQDFDGHPLDFDQEH
supported and gain experience until they are confident and competent enough to move from 
peripheral, to central participation in shared, disciplinary-based, practices such as, in the case 
of higher education, academic writing and writing practices.  Accordingly, it is clear to see how 
the idea of communities of practice also underSLQ DQ µDFDGHPLF OLWHUDFLHV¶ DSSURDFK WR
academic writing development. Particularly in the way it suggests that experienced 
lecturers/researchers could be mobilised to support less experienced colleagues or students in 
their writing, creating either formal or informal writing communities, across a variety of 
contexts and settings in higher education.   
  
To conclude, the critical writing pedagogies outlined in this section can be used to explore 
DSSURDFKHVWKDWGHOLEHUDWHO\XQGHUPLQHKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ¶VRZQself-certainty about its use of 
everyday practices, such as academic writing. This is because they have the potential to:  
  
>«@ LQWHUIHUH ZLWK WKH KLHUDUFKLFDO GLVSRVLWLRQ RI >KLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ¶V@ FRQFHSWXDO
structures and blur the illusory transparency of its access to the world. (MacLure, 2006, 
p.11)  
  
By acknowledging how discussing the ways in which wider power relations and social 
conditions can inform academic writing practices, lecturers may feel able to work more 
productively with students to develop their academic writing across and within disciplinary 
boundaries.  This of course involves lecturers both acknowledging and critically analysing and 
FKDOOHQJLQJ WKHSRZHURI WKHLU UROHDV WKHDUELWHUVRI µJRRG¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ  HYHQ WR WKH
extent RITXHVWLRQLQJHVWDEOLVKHGFRQFHSWLRQVRIµJRRGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ¶8VLQJFULWLFDO
pedagogies in this way, KHOSVH[SORUH WRZKDW H[WHQW OHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVDERXWDFDGHPLF
writing and writing development practices are loaded with potentially oppressive and limiting 
attitudes and norms.  Of course, lecturers themselves may not fully comprehend dominant 
DWWLWXGHVDQGQRUPVQRQHWKHOHVVWKH\HQDFWWKHPLQWKHLUDVVHVVPHQWRIVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJDQG
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of course, in their own academic writing.  It is to this LVVXHRIOHFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDO\HWYHU\
personal relationships, with academic writing that the next chapter turns.  
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&KDSWHU5HFRQFHSWXDOLVLQJ/HFWXUHUV¶3URIHVVLRQDO$FDGHPLF
W riting Identities in H igher Education.   
  
5. 1 Introduction: Identity as a Signifying Practice    
  
7KLV FKDSWHU UHFRQFHSWXDOLVHV OHFWXUHUV¶ SURIHVVLRQDOZULWLQJ VHOYHV DQGRU LGHQWLWLHV
WKURXJKDEURDGO\SRVWPRGHUQFRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQRILGHQWLW\LHV)RU%XWOHUµ«LGHQWLW\
LV D VLJQLI\LQJSUDFWLFH¶ S DQG WKLV FKDSWHUPDNHV WKH FDVH WKDW SRVLtive 
lecturer academic identities in higher education are largely signified through successful 
participation in everyday academic writing and writing development practices, such as 
writing course materials, setting written assignments, marking written assignments, 
HGLWLQJDQGZULWLQJIRUMRXUQDOVRUFRQIHUHQFHVZKLFKFRPELQHWRFUHDWHDµZULWLQJLQ
DKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶  ,Q/HDDQG6WLHUHU¶VVWXG\RIOHFWXUHUVLQKLJKHU
education, academic writing:  
  
>«@IXQFWLRQHGERWKWRH[SUHVVFUXFLDODspects of academic identity and, at the 
same time, to develop and extend academic identity [ies]. (p. 426)  
  
However, in line with the broad postmodern approach of this thesis, identity is treated 
DVIOXLGDQGFRQWLQJHQWRQLQGLYLGXDOV¶LQILQLWHO\YDULRXV experiences and subjectivities.  
With regard to higher education, Clegg (2008) discusses how lecturers, like students, 
are part of wider social and cultural communities of practice and discourse groups that 
expose them to different types of writing, which are constantly changing as they go 
through life.  Social interaction around academic writing practices mediates and 
facilitates the development of academic writing identities for lecturers and students 
alike and there are grounds for suggesting that lecturers, as much as students, are often 
FRQWHQGLQJ ZLWK ZKDW /LOOLV  S UHIHUV WR DV WKH µLQVWLWXWLRQDO SUDFWLFH RI
P\VWHU\¶WKDWVXUURXQGVDFDGHPLFZULWLQJLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ7KDWLVWKH\WRRVWUXJJOH
with the confusion and ambiguity that common conventions and expectations around 
academic writing practices create in higher education.  
  
135  
However, as Chapters 3 and 4 have made clear, lecturers, like students, need to first be 
familiar with and understand academic writing practices in order to produce successful 
academic writing    
  
Those practices have to be developed, honed and refined if they are to meet the 
standards and expectations of the gate-keepers and judges in the Academy.  For just as 
OHFWXUHUV¶DVVHVVDQGMXGJHWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJVRWKHLURZQZULWLQJLVOLNHO\RYHU
the course of their career, to be judged and assessed by doctoral supervisors, journal 
boards and publishing editors.  Like students, lecturers are also perpetually engaged in 
high-stakes academic writing.  Interestingly, however, the lack of overt institutional 
support for the development of academic writing for new lecturers clearly mirrors 
VXEMHFWOHFWXUHUV¶DPELYDOHQFHDURXQGGHYHORSLQJVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJWKDWZDVHYLGHQWLQ
several of the pilot studies outlined in Chapter 2.    
  
5.2 Professional Academic W riting as a Work-based Social Practice   
  
Drawing on CleJJ¶VUHVHDUFKLQWROHFWXUHUV¶OLYHVWKLVFKDSWHUµWKHRULVHVVRPH
of the possible ways in which the life-ZRUOGRIDFDGHPLFVLVEHLQJH[SHULHQFHG¶S
In particular, it examines how the different relationships with academic writing that 
lecturers experience are necessarily grounded in the complexity of writing as a work-
based social practice.  Chapter 4 focused on academic writing development approaches 
and strategies and acknowledged that higher education lecturers have not traditionally 
seen themselves, or been seen by their universities, as academic writing developers.  In 
FRPSDULVRQOHFWXUHUV¶RZQGHYHORSPHQWDVDFDGHPLFZULWHUVLVXVXDOO\XQGHUVWRRGWR
be an integral part of their professional academic identity.    
  
For the majority of lecturers the formation of an academic writing identity manifests 
itself through the production of particular forms of academic writing such as doctoral 
work and writing for professional journals. (Chapter 7 discusses in more detail how 
academic writing practices are often experienced as inherently performative for 
lecturers). Not only do lecturers produce written teaching material which they often 
µSHUIRUP¶ IRU WKHLU VWXGHQWV WKH\ DUH DOVR RIWHQ H[SHFWHG WR SURGXFH professional 
academic writing which µperforms¶ their work to a wider audience in peer reviewed 
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publications and conferences.  It is the reception of this professional academic writing 
by other legitimated academic writers, whicK PRVW SXEOLFDOO\ FRQIHUV OHFWXUHUV¶
professional status in the academy.  Ball states that:  
  
7KHSUDFWLWLRQHUWKHSURIHVVLRQDOLV«EURXJKWLQWREHLQJE\WKHNQRZOHGJHWKDW
PDNHVWKHPH[SHUW>«@NQRZOHGJHVDUHSURGXFHGZLWKLQSRZHUUHODWLRQVDOVR
in the sense that some groups or individuals  have been able to speak 
NQRZOHGJDEO\DERXWµRWKHUV¶LQVXEDOWHUQJURXSV>«@S 
  
However, it is important to acknowledge that these DFDGHPLFµNQRZOHGJHV¶DUHODUJHO\
presented for public consumption through the production of professional academic 
writing forms.  Even the act of speaking as an academic is bolstered, either explicitly 
by reference to written notes at the point of speaking, or implicitly through the status 
conferred on extempore utterances which are subsequently legitimated by a body of 
written published work.    
  
One can argue that it is dominant forms of academic writing that mediate the 
powerfulness of academic knowledges promulgated in higher education. Confidence 
with dominant, legitimising forms of academic writing is what characterises or marks 
out the professional or expert academic.  It is a confidence that gives them the power to  
µVSHDN knowledgaEO\ LQ UHVHDUFK DERXW µRWKHUV¶ SDUWLFXODUO\ subaltern groups.  
)RXFDXOW¶VFRQFHSWRIJRYHUQPHQWDOLW\PRUHRYHUVXJJHVWVWKDWWKHVHSXEOLFIRUPVRI
academic writing function in higher education as:  
  
>«@DVHWRIJRYHUQPHQWDODQGRWKHUSUDFWLFHVDLPHGDWSURGXFLQJFHUWDLQVRUWV
of persons, not as a collection of phenomena which hold meanings like a bank, 
from which people withdraw and to which they deposit (Kendall and Wickham, 
1999, p.112).   
  
Following on from this, being seen to successfully fulfil professional academic writing 
SUDFWLFHV FRQVWLWXWHV D )RXFDXOGLDQ µWHFKQRORJ\ RI WKH VHOI¶  S ZKHUHE\
lecturers learn to cultivate particular professional identities.  For this reason, academic 
writing practices are treated in this chapter as one of the most significant ways in which 
OHFWXUHUV¶ work-based/professional writing identities are constructed, regulated and 
contested (see Figure 17 on page 138).  Further discussion of this idea is offered in 
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Chapter 7 though participant statements. These statements reinforce the idea that 
individual lecturers, consciously or unconsciously, often acquire different kinds of 
writing identities, in further and higher education, which may be conformative and/or 
transgressive (Reay, David and Ball, 2005; James and Biesta; 2007).    
  
Lecturers have very different roles and develop quite distinct professional identities 
during their working lives.  In addition to variations that exist between institutions, 
higher education is divided along disciplinary lines, specialisms and sub-specialisms 
DQGWKHYDULRXV6FKRROVDQG)DFXOWLHVZLWKLQHDFKXQLYHUVLW\/HFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDO
identities are therefore constantly:  
  
>«@HQDFWHGDQGFRQVWUXFWHG«FRDOHVFH>G@«VKDSHGDQGUH-VKDSHG¶7URZOHU
and Knight, 2004, p.30).    
  
Professional, work-baVHG LGHQWLWLHVPRUHRYHUDUHSDUWRIDZLGHU µOLYHGFRPSOH[LW\¶
(Sucharhov, 1994) which cannot be separated from other personal, social and cultural 
identities and/or membership of other discourse communities.  Nor should one ignore 
how individuals intersect with class, ethnicity and gender affiliations and other social 
categories (Archer, 2008).  Far from being a smooth, progressive trajectory towards a 
fixed professional status, academic identities are perhaps best understood as a process 
RI µEHFRPLQJ¶ DQGRU µXQEHFRPLQJ¶ DVRXWOLQHGE\&ROOH\ DQG -DPHV 7KHLU
work in further education illustrates the extent to which subjects experienced 
GHYHORSLQJDFDGHPLF LGHQWLWLHVDVD µGLVUXSWHG¶SURFHVVFKDUDFWHULVHGE\RQWRORJLFDO
uncertainty and feelings of inauthenticity. This means that:  
  
>«@WKHPHDQLQJVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKµEHLQJ¶DQDFDGHPLFDQGZKDWFRQVWLWXWHV 
µDFDGHPLFZRUN¶DUHDOZD\VLQSURFHVV$UFKHUS 
  
Similarly, Leathwood (2005), in her study of female further education lecturers, 
GHVFULEHVSURIHVVLRQDOLGHQWLW\DVµIOXLGVKLIWLQJDQGFRQVWUXFWHGWKURXJKGLIIHUHQFHDQG
H[FOXVLRQV¶S 
  
$GGLWLRQDOO\LQGLYLGXDOOHFWXUHUV¶UROHVDQGUHVSRQVLELOLties may change substantially 
RYHUWLPHUHVXOWLQJLQZKDW*HHEFDOOVµVKDSH-VKLIWLQJSRUWIROLR¶SURIHVVLRQDOV
138  
ZKRGHYHORSµERXQGDU\OHVVFDUHHUV¶'RZGDQG.DSODQ&OHJJGHVFULEHV
KRZOHFWXUHUV¶KLJKO\GLIIHUHQWLDWHGDFDGHPLFLGHQWLWLes are therefore:  
   
>«@QRWDIL[HGSURSHUW\>WKH\DUH@SDUWRIWKHOLYHGFRPSOH[LW\RIDSHUVRQ¶V
project and their ways of being in those sites which are constituted as being part 
RIWKHDFDGHPLFHQYLURQPHQW>«@S 
  
Within all this complexity, dominant higher education discourses and the communities 
of practice that they support, frame DQG LQIRUP OHFWXUHUV¶ LQGLYLGXDO H[SHULHQFHV RI
writing and the construction of professional writing identities.  One can argue therefore, 
that perceptions by lecturers of academic writing practices are less about individual 
preferences and choices and more about the different subject positions that can be taken 
up within dominant discourses and communities of practice around academic writing.   
Resulting subject-poVLWLRQV RI FRXUVH µFDQ EH DQG DUH FRQWUDGLFWRU\ DQG LUUDWLRQDO¶
(Kendall and Wickham, 1999, p.54).   
  
5.3 A Professional Academic W riting in H igher Education Habitus   
  
%RXUGLHXVLDQ FRQFHSWV RI µKDELWXV¶ DQG µILHOG¶ DUH D XVHIXO ZD\ RI H[SORULQJ KRZ
individual experiences as a lecturer can be contextualised through membership of 
various professional communities, yet characterised by the particularities of their 
personal e[SHULHQFHV $Q LQGLYLGXDO OHFWXUHU¶V PHPEHUVKLS RU LGHQWLILFDWLRQZLWK D
particular academic community may be reinforced or marginalised by wider higher 
education discourses that they feel that they belong to, or are excluded from.  Moreover, 
at every stage and in every aspect of life there is endless choice, so that:  
  
>«@QRWZRLQGLYLGXDOKLVWRULHVDUHLGHQWLFDODQGQRWZRLQGLYLGXDOKDELWXVHV
are identical. (Bourdieu, 1990, p.46)  
  
In brief, a Bourdieusian field constitutes:  
  
   >«@DPHDQLQJIXOZRUOGDZRUOGHQGRZHGZLWKVHQVHRUZLWKYDOXH>«@ 
  (Bourdieu, in Wacquant, 1989, p.44)  
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Bourdieusian fields often embody rules or taken-for-granted practices that are imposed 
(without necessarily being explicitly identified) on those who seek to enter or remain 
within them. They therefore structure social and professional practices by defining, 
albeit artificially, the range of possible and acceptable actions and behaviours available 
to those operating within any given field (Grenfell, 2004).  Bourdieu (1984) discusses 
KRZWKHVHUHJXODUVRFLDOSUDFWLFHVFDQEHFRPHLQYLVLEOHEHFDXVHWKH\DUHµREVFXUHGE\
the realities of ordinary sense-H[SHULHQFH¶S7KLVPLJKWKHOSH[SODLQIRUH[DPSOH
WKHµGLVFRXUVHRIWUDQVSDUHQF\¶DURXQGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ practices identified by Lillis 
and Turner (2001) and discussed in Chapter 4.   
  
Bourdieu (1985) claims that habitus does not have to mean that individual attitudes and 
behaviours are wholly predetermined by fixed dominant discourses. Rather, he 
described KRZLWFDQEHYLHZHGPRUHSURGXFWLYHO\DVDµV\VWHPRIGLVSRVLWLRQV¶7KHVH
dispositions emerge out of participation in and exposure to wider social settings and 
discursive arenas.  They are moreover, characterised by a:  
  
>«@YDJXHQHVV>@WKHPRUH-or-OHVVZKLFKGHILQHVRQH¶VRUGLQDU\UHODWLRQWR
the world. (1990, p.54)  
  
:LWKLQ%RXUGLHX¶VWKHRU\RIGLVSRVLWLRQVWKHUHDUHSRWHQWLDOO\OLPLWOHVVLQGLYLGXDO 
  
>«@ SRVVLELOLWLHV DQG LPSRVVLELOLWLHV IUHHGRPV DQG QHFHVVLWLHV RSSRUWXQLWLHV
DQGSURKLELWLRQV>«@S 
  
+RZHYHU5HD\¶VPRUHQXDQFHGWDNHRQKDELWXVVXJJHVWVWKDWLWFDQIXQFWLRQWR
exclude some practices as unthinkable, whilst predisposing individuals towards other 
µFHUWDLQ SUHGLFWDEOHZD\V RI EHKDYLQJ¶  S  1DVK¶V  VFKRRO-based 
UHVHDUFKLQWRDWWDLQPHQWDOVRVXJJHVWVZD\VLQZKLFKKDELWXVFDQIXQFWLRQOLNHDµVWDWH
RIPLQG¶PDGHXSRIµHIIHFWLYHGLVSRVLWLRQV¶SAs Reay points out therefore, the 
choices any individual makes are taken within:   
  
>«@ DQ LQWHUQDOLVHG IUDPHZRUN WKDWPDNHV VRPH SRVVLELOLWLHV LQFRQFHLYDEOH
others improbable and a limited range acceptable.  (2004, p. 434)  
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In this way, one can argue WKDWLQGLYLGXDODJHQF\LVQRWµIUHH¶UDWKHULWFDQEHVHHQDV
the product of habitus, which itself is a:  
  
>«@ FRPSOH[ LQWHUQDOL]HG FRUH IURP ZKLFK HYHU\GD\ H[SHULHQFHV HPDQDWH
(Reay, 2004, p.435)  
  
5HD\¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIKDELWXVDOORZVUHVHDUFKHUVWRDUJXHWKDWKDELWXVFDQQRW
be observed empirically; rather it has to be interpreted intuitively.  She calls this 
DSSURDFKµRSHUDWLRQDOLVLQJ¶KDELWXVIRUUHVHDUFKSXUSRVHVDQGGHVFULEHVLWDV 
  
A mixture of the embodied, the instinctual and the unsought, we also glimpse 
WKHµOLIHRIWKHPLQG¶WKHUHIOHFWLYHDVZHOODVWKHSUH-reflective. (2004, p. 441)  
  
However, as Foucault (1980) states, individuals are constantly struggling with their 
sense of identify and place in the world, a struggle that results in constant flux and 
change as people try to make sense of their experiences.  Recognising the essential 
dynamism of the relationship between individual habitus and field creates endless 
opportunities for what Reay calls:  
  
>«@DGDSWDWLRQVUHVSRQVHVUHDFWLRQVDQGUHVLVWDQFHVWRµWKHZD\WKHZRUOGLV¶
(Reay, 2004, p. 437)  
  
Figure 17 creates a version of what Colley and James (2005) called a µYRFDWLRQDO
KDELWXV¶SZKLFKLOOXVWUates KRZOHFWXUHUV¶LGHQWLWLHVDUHFRQVWUXFWHGFRQVWLWXWHG
as professional academic writers.   
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)LJXUH)LHOGVWKURXJKZKLFKOHFWXUHUV¶ZRUN-based/professional writing identities 
are constructed, regulated and contested.  
  
3DUWLFLSDQW OHFWXUHUV¶ DFFRXQWV RI WKHLU LQGLYLGXDO DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ DQG ZULWLQJ
development practices are treated in Chapter DVLQGLYLGXDWHGSURGXFWVRIDµZULWLQJLQ
higher education habiWXV¶VHH)LJXUHS7KLVKDELWXV  can be viewed in the 
VDPH ZD\ DV %RXUGLHX¶V QRWLRQ RI D µVFKRROHG¶ RU µFXOWXUHG KDELWXV¶ ZKLFK KH
maintains, is structured and restructured by eaFKLQGLYLGXDO¶VKLVWRULFDOHxperience of 
writing in and for the disciplinary fields that any given individual has encountered 
throughout their education,  an idea which is discussed further in Chapter 7.  
  
5.4 Postmodern Conceptions of Professional W riting Identities  
  
Dominant discourses and communities of practice help police disciplinary boundaries 
through their contextualisation of legitimated professional writing identities, which are 
located within recognised disciplinary boundaries. In an attempt to more accurately 
reflect the messiness of lived writing experiences many qualitative researchers have 
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moved towards rhizomatic approaches.  Rhizomatic researchers have been compared to 
explorers or cartographers charting unknown territory.  Their maps are strange and often 
ZRQGHUIXOGRFXPHQWVGHVFULEHGLQ'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL¶VA Thousand Plateaus (1987) 
thus:   
  
The [rhizomic] map is open and connectable in all of its dimensions; it is 
detachable, reversible, and susceptible to constant modification.  It can be torn, 
reversed, adapted to any kind of mounting, reworked by an individual, group, 
or social formation.  It can be drawn on a wall, conceived of as a work of art, 
constructed as a political action or as a meditation.  Perhaps one of the most 
important characteristics of the rhizome is that it is detachable, connectable, 
reversible, modifiable, and has multiple entranceways and exits and its own 
lines of flight. (p.21)    
  
As discussed in Chapter 3, Figure 14 (reproduced below) attempts to illustrate the 
rhizomic connections created between lecturers use of different academic writing 
practices.  It is also important to note that rhizomic writing relationships often cross 
disciplinary boundaries, creating liminal discursive spaces, hybrid academic writing 
practices and multifaceted professional identities.  
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Figure 14: Writing in a higher education habitus.  
  
$UKL]RPLFUHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIOHFWXUHUV¶ZULWLQJH[SHULHQFHVVKRZVWKHH[WHQWto which 
they draw, not only their  professional writing experiences as researchers, lecturers, 
academic writers and writing developers in higher education, but in addition use  writing 
practices developed in other jobs and writing communities that they may have  been 
members of. Deconstructing the rhizomic relationships within any given individual 
KDELWXVXVLQJ%URQIHQEUHQQHU¶VPDFURRUPLFURVSKHUHVVKRXOGKHOSHQFRXUDJH
qualitative researchers to think more relationally about how the subjects of their 
research are located discursively across various fields. Maton (2008) argues 
FRQYLQFLQJO\ WKDW KDELWXV ZKHQ YLHZHG ZLWKLQ WKH FRQWH[W RI µILHOG¶ UHTXLUHV WKH
resHDUFKHUµto adopt a relational mode of thinking that goes beyond surface empirical 
practices¶S 
  
 One can further explore ways in which individual lecturers are constantly engaged in 
WKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRISURIHVVLRQDOµVHOYHV¶DQGµLGHQWLWLHV¶ZKLFKDUHLQKHUHQWO\PXOWLSOH
and plastic (Barnett and di Napoli 2008; Henkel, 2000; Taylor 2007).  It is not useful, 
thereforeWRYLHZOHFWXUHUV¶LGHQWLWLHV as bound or fixed physically or discursively in 
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any one context or role.  Indeed, Bourdieu characterises identity-work for members of 
any social group as a:  
  
>«@ VWUXJJOH WR GHWHUPLQH WKH conditions and the criteria of legitimate 
membership and legitimate hierarchy, that is, to determine which properties are 
pertinent, effective and liable to function as capital so as to generate the specific 
SURILWVJXDUDQWHHGE\WKHILHOG>«@S)  
  
Struggle is, of course, evident in all fields of social interaction, although the high stakes 
attached to higher education make it especially sensitive to claims and counterclaims 
ZLWK UHJDUG WR WKH DXWKHQWLFDWLRQ DQG OHJLWLPDWLRQ RI OHFWXUHUV¶ SURIHVsional writing 
LGHQWLWLHV&XPPLQV¶µ$FDGHPLF([SHUWLVH)UDPHZRUN¶DQDO\VHVWKHH[WHQWWR
ZKLFK HGXFDWRUV¶ DQG OHDUQHUV¶ LGHQWLWLHV DUH PHGLDWHG WKURXJK RQ-going social 
interaction and relationships. These, he maintains, create myriad opportunities for  
µLGHQWLW\QHJRWLDWLRQDQGLGHQWLW\LQYHVWPHQW¶S 
  
&XPPLQV¶RULJLQDOIUDPHZRUNFRQFHQWUDWHGVSHFLILcally on the ways in which deaf, as 
well as other educationally marginalised students, were often disempowered by how 
they were positioned discursively by their teacher and the pedagogies they employed.  
However, with its emphasis on the interplay between discourse, power and 
interpersonal spaces, where knowledge is generated and identities are negotiated, 
&XPPLQV¶IUDPHZRUNFDQEHXVHIXOO\DGDSWHGWRH[SORUHKRZOHFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDO
identities are positioned, empowered or disempowered by the academic writing 
practices that mediate micro-interactions and inter-personal spaces experienced by 
groups and  individuals in higher education.  Figure 18 is an adapted, combined version 
RI&XPPLQV¶IUDPHZRUNWKDWKDVEHHQFRPELQHGZLWK3RODQ\L¶VQRWLRQRIµWDFLW
VSDFHV¶ ,W DLPV WR LOOXVWUDWH KRZ OHFWXUHUV DQG VWXGHQWV QHJRWLDWH µFRUUHFW¶ RU
µDSSURSULDWH¶ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ LGHQWLWLHV Yia academic writing practices. These 
practices, in turn, are mediated by institutional structures, (which relate to 
%URQIHQEUHQQHU¶V PDFUR-sphere) and professional identities (which relate to an 
LQGLYLGXDO¶VPLFUR-sphere).  However, the power and interrelationships between these 
spheres are rarely made explicit, or visible, in any analysis of professional writing 
identities.   
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Figure 18: Adapted version of Cummins (2009) and Polanyi (1983)  
  
This diagram helps explain how tacitness, and the power relations that it underpins, 
have especial implications for new lecturers. As Archer writes:  
  
>«@\RXQJHUDFDGHPLFVDUHLQWHUHVWLQJO\ORFDWHGDWWKHQH[XVRIFRPSHWLQJ
discourses around what it means (or might mean) to be an academic. (2008, p. 
38)  
  
This suggests, as discussed in Chapter 8, that lecturers, new to higher education, who 
are developing a professional writing identity, may benefit, (students also often struggle 
in this respect), can benefit from having a greater self-awareness  of  the discourses 
informing dominant academic writing practices in their disciplinary field.    
  
5.5 Communities of Practice and the Development of Professional Academic 
W riting Identities  
  
Confidence and familiarity with accepted (or expected) professional academic writing 
SUDFWLFHVLVDFUXFLDOFRPSRQHQWLQOHFWXUHUV¶IHHOLQJWKDWWKH\DUHGHYHORSLQJLQWRµUHDO¶
academics.  As discussed in Chapter 7 however, lecturers often struggle to develop 
LECTURERS AND STUDENTS    DOMINANT DISCOURSES IN HE   
MEDIATED BY  ACADEMIC WRITING PRACTICES AND TEXTS   
M A C R O A ND  M I C R O  
IN T E R A C T I O NS  B E T W E E N  
L E C T UR E RS A ND ST UD E N TS  
CREATION OF TACIT   INTERPER S ONAL SPACE S   WITHIN WHICH  
ACADEMIC WRI T I NG  IDENTITIES ARE NEGOTIATED    
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successful professional academic writing careers.   Like students, one can argue, that 
lecturers need to be inducted into forms of academic writing that legitimise their status 
as academics in the academy.  
  
:DUKXUVWH[SORUHVKRZOHFWXUHUV¶GHYelopment in higher education as education 
professionals,  an identity that does not necessarily include an idea of their development 
as professional academic writers, has most often been theorised, if not experienced, 
through communities of practice, in which they are positioned initially as novices.  
Chapter 4 (4.3.4 p.129) discussed how communities of practice are characterised by 
different kinds of members and forms of membership; and how these communities  have 
permeable and shifting boundaries and can involve competing, as well as 
complementary, practices.  Wenger (1998) acknowledges that individuals are always 
simultaneously members of a number of practice communities; moreover, he argues 
that they bring their prior experiences of community membership to each new 
community that they join.  At the same time, membership of a new community will 
modify previous learning experiences. Wenger (1998) writes:  
  
>«@ZHHQJDJHLQGLIIHUHQWSUDFWLFHVLQHDFKRIWKHFRPPXQLWLHVRISUDFWLFHWR
which we belong. We often behave rather differently in each of them, construct 
different aspects of ourselves, and gain different perspectives.  (p.159)  
  
Relationships in any community of practice are therefore never straightforward.  They 
often shift and need to take account of factors such as hierarchies, emerging identities 
and changing relationships, which can all affect different members differently as they 
are inducted anGEHFRPHSDUWRIDFRPPXQLW\)RUH[DPSOHVWXGHQWVPD\µEXGG\XS¶
and help each other through assignments, either formally or informally, whilst lecturers, 
who are often involved in their own research and professional development, often 
simultaneously operate in higher education as teachers and learners.  Each of these roles 
empowers or disempowers individuals at different times and affects relationships 
EHWZHHQWKHP*RXUOD\¶VZRUNVXJJHVWVWKDWDOWKRXJKµVRFLDOLVDWLRQ¶LV
used to induct neZ OHFWXUHUV OLNH QHZ VWXGHQWV LQWR KLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ µWKUHVKROG¶
practices, individuals can nonetheless often have trouble feeling that they fit in.   
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*RXUOD\¶Vlecturer VXEMHFWVIDUIURPH[SHULHQFLQJDVPRRWKLQLWLDWLRQLQWRWKHLUµH[SHUW¶
professional responsibilities and a warm welcome into the relevant communities of 
practice operating in their work-place, often experienced alienation and anxiety, 
compounded by physical and professional isolation.  In her research, these negative 
experiences usually resulted from a lack of communication and collaboration between 
QHZ DQG µH[SHUW¶ FROOHDJXHV LQ WKHLU VHWWLQJV EHFDXVH LQVWLWXWLRQV ZHUH QRW YHU\
interested in functioning as collaborative communities. This was especially the case 
around professional academic writing development and the legitimisation of 
professional writing identities which often involved overt competition between 
academics around funding, research opportunities and the publications (and 
promotions)  that arise from those related activities,   
  
This frequent lack of collaboration between academics, even within faculties, may 
disguise the extent to which higher education communities of writing actually connect 
individuals through their participation in cross-institutional disciplinary based networks 
of practice. It is these wider, sector networks that most often legitimate disciplinary-
based academic writing practices, although, as participants in Chapter 7 discuss, the 
omnipresent rules that define them are often tacit and unstated. Professional writing 
identities, like other aspects of professional lecturer identity, such as teaching or 
supervising, are therefore continually being made and re-made through a process of 
negotiation and struggle, conducted at the level of writing within in the disciplinary 
field.  Aspiring lecturer-writers therefore, often feel that they have to find their place 
amongst the writing of influential past and current members of their disciplinary field, 
ZKLFKFRUSXVRUERG\RIZRUNFRQVWLWXWHVµWKHILHOG¶DQLGHDGeveloped in Chapter 6). 
In their writing careers, therefore, individual lecturers often overtly position their 
writing relationally in regard to other, more established writers in their field, who 
themselves occupy different theoretical and aesthetic writing identities through their 
careers (and who fall in and out of fashion). This means that it is difficult to claim a:  
  
>«@ XQLGLUHFWLRQDO PRYHPHQW RI QRYLFHV IURP OHJLWLPDWH SHULSKHUDO
SDUWLFLSDWLRQWRIXOOPHPEHUVKLSRIDFRPPXQLW\RISUDFWLFH>«@&ROOey and 
James, 2005, p.1)   
  
Rather the movement is more rhizomic as suggested in Figure 14 (pg. 143).  
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This chapter has tried to connect academic writing practices to a broadly postmodern 
theoretical framework about identity-formation and professionalism in higher 
education. As discussed in Chapter 4, professional writing communities are often very 
conservative and encourage compliance, rather than fostering challenge and innovation, 
especially from new lecturers, such as those studied by Archer (2008).  The issue of 
professional writing identities, and the academic writing practices that support them, 
looks forward to Chapter 7. There the accounts of participating lecturers in this study 
further illustrate how the conferment of a professional academic identity is often 
SHUFHLYHGWREHGHSHQGHQWRQOHFWXUHUV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJFUHGHQWLDOV7KLVUHLQIRUFHV
the idea, mooted throughout this thesis, that the production of legitimised academic 
writing practices are central to what it means to be an academic. This assertion is 
reflected in the pressure, evident in many of the accounts in Chapter 7, where lecturers 
discuss how they are often under great pressure to engage publically with academic 
writing (to publish articles and books, to present conference papers, etc.).  Moreover, 
universities also, due to the pressure of the Research Evaluation Framework (REF), 
increasingly need their lecturers to become published writers within specific, 
legitimated disciplinary fields, which are embodied in the carefully hierarchised 
academic publishing industry, as discussed in Chapter 7.    
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Chapter  6:  Reconceptualising  Qualitative  Education  Research.   
Postmodernism and Post-TXDOLWDWLYH5HVHDUFKLQWR/HFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQV
of Academic W riting Practices in H igher Education.  
  
Prologue  
My critique is not that qualitative inquiry is unscientific, my critique is that, to 
DJUHDWH[WHQWLWKDVEHHQVRGLVFLSOLQHGVRQRUPDOL]HGVRFHQWHUHG«WKDWLW
has become conventional, reductionist, hegemonic, and sometimes oppressive 
and has lost its radical possibilities to produce knowledge differently (St. Pierre, 
2011, p.613).  
  
My starting point in this chapter, drawing on St. Pierre (2011), is the belief that 
traditional practices in educational qualitative research cannot accommodate the 
DFWXDOPHVVLQHVVWKDWFKDUDFWHULVHVOHFWXUHUV¶OLYHGexperience of academic writing, nor 
FDQWKH\UHIOHFWWKHFRPSOH[LW\RIP\UHVHDUFKSDUWLFLSDQWV¶VWDWHPHQWVDERXWWKDWOLYHG
experience.  
   
7KLVFKDSWHUH[SORUHVKRZDQH[XVRI µSRVW-TXDOLWDWLYH¶ UHsearch methods and ideas 
encouraged me to re-engage with, and/or reterritorialise, established research 
discourse spaces with concepts and ideas that speak in new ways about academic 
writing practices in higher education.  A vital part of this alternative research process 
has been the important task of deconstructing my own perceptions, not least because in 
writing a PhD critiquing academic writing practices, I am constructed and constrained 
by the very academic writing discourses I am exploring and critiquing.    
  
The post-qualitative research described in this chapter has helped me to use the 
H[SHULHQFHV RI WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV LQ &KDSWHU  WR LOOXVWUDWH µH[HPSODU\ SUDFWLFHV¶
(MacLure, 2010) which generate ideas and theories about academic writing practice.  
In this way, I have tried to avoid using theory to reprodXFHµOXPSHQHSLVWHPRORJLHV¶
(MacLure, 2010) that simply illustrate what is already known.  I have, at the same time, 
VRXJKWWRWURXEOHWKHµHSLVWHPLFLJQRUDQFH¶3LOORZHPERGLHGLQWKHGRPLQDQW
hegemonic discourses that inform so much educational qualitative research. In 
particular, I wanted this thesis to engage in a different kind of qualitative educational 
UHVHDUFKZKHUHWKHUDWLRQDOHZDVµto try to interrupt [«] clarity-seeking and closure 
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VHHNLQJWHQGHQFLHV¶0DF/XUHS7KHSRVW-qualitative approach I have taken 
WKHUHIRUH VHHNV WR RSHUDWH DV µDQ LQVWUXPHQW IRU WKH PXOWLSOLFDWLRQ RI HQGOHVV
FRQVWUXFWLRQV DQG LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV¶ 'HOHX]H D S $GGLWLRQDOO\ SRVW-
qualitative methodologies are transversal; they intersect or cut across old disciplinary 
and epistemological binaries and offer new tools for theorising practices, experience 
DQGEHOLHIV$FFRUGLQJO\,KDYHHPEUDFHG'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL¶VFRQFHSWVRI
rhizomic and flattened ontologies and have deployed them alongside the idea of 
embodied subjectivity explored in the work of New Materialist thinkers Barad (2007) 
and Braidotti (2013).   
  
The decision to work through a post-qualitative approach has encouraged me to make 
explicit my ontological, epistemological and ethical preoccupations.  For example, I 
needed to consider critically how to research subjectivities, my own as well as my 
participants.  I asked how did my subjectivity affect the research, and how did the 
research change me?  I am also attracted to the idea that research can always be 
µPDGH¶LQDQ\QXPEHURIZD\VDQGVLPLODUO\FDQUHVLVWEHLQJPDGHLQSDUWLFXODUZD\V
Therefore, WKLVFKDSWHULVRIIHUHGSULQFLSDOO\DVDQDFWRIµWH[WXDOVWDJLQJ¶ZKLFKIODJV
up how the material collected from lecturer participants in Chapter 7 has been 
GHOLEHUDWHO\IDVKLRQHGLQWRDPDGHRUPRUHDFFXUDWHO\µPDGH-XS¶UHVHDUFKQDUUDWLYH 
 
Denzin and Lincoln (1994) have argued comprehensively that, in qualitative research, 
researchers should acknowledge that they are creating their own explicitly subjective 
and constructed research narrative out of the data they have collected. Research 
narratives, such as those offered in Chapter 7, can only ever offer a partial 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶VRFLDOUHDOLWLHVDQGFDQQHYHUFODLPWRUHSUHVHQWWKHP
fully.  Research narratives are, in turn, read by others, who will inevitably produce their 
own, possibly conflicting, LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV RI WKH GDWD DQG WKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V DQDO\VLV
This constant remaking of the meaning of qualitative data creates what Alvesson and 
Skoldberg (2000) term µWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRILQWHUSUHWDWLRQ¶7KLVWKH\PDLQWDLQLVDQ
ineYLWDEOH FRQVHTXHQFH RI ODQJXDJH¶V LQKHUHQW LQVWDELOLW\ DQG WKH UROH LW SOD\V LQ
translating experience and understanding (as discussed in Chapter 3).  
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,QFRUSRUDWLQJ D FULWLFDO DZDUHQHVV RI P\ UHVHDUFK¶V µPDGHQHVV¶ LQWR WKH UHVHDUFK
process, means that as a postmodern researcher, I have, in addition to the research 
FDUULHGRXWRQWKHUHVHDUFKSDUWLFLSDQWVEHFRPHDNLQGRIµHWKQRJUDSKHURIP\RZQ
UHVHDUFK¶:RROJDU6LPXOWDQHRXVO\,KDYHWULHGWRGHFRQVWUXFWP\UHVLVWDQFH
to traditional qualitative research methodologies, whilst critically analysing the 
alternative methodologies I have chosen to work with.  However, these acts of  
methodological resistance are not an attempt to privilege my chosen research position, 
or reach an alternative place of theoretical certainty, rather I want my position to 
UHPDLQRQHRIµQRWNQRZLQJZKDWDQGKRZWRWKLQN¶%XUFKHOOS 
  
6.1 Introduction: The Research Implications for a Complex Reconceptualisation of 
Academic W riting Practices    
! 
The earlier studies, discussed in Chapter 2, trace how my conceptualisation of academic 
writing became more complex as I progressed in my research.  Indeed, the primary outcome 
of those earlier projects was that they revealed how complex and contested academic writing 
practices are, and how they are positioned along a continuum from traditional to alternative as 
illustrated below in Figure 19.  
! 
 Reconceptualisations of  academic writing practices   
T raditional  A lternative   
Autonomous  Ideological  
Objective  Subjective  
Techniscist skills set  Social practice  
Universal  Situated  
Functional  Creative    
Performative  Developmental  
Fixed  Fluid   
  &RQVHTXHQFHVIRUWKHFKRLFHRIDUHVHDUFKDSSURDFK«" 
Figure 19: Reconceptualisations of academic writing practices   
! 
Chapter 3 outlined the complex history and practices embodied in traditional 
conceptualisations of academic writing, whilst Chapters 4 and 5 explored how those 
conceptualisations were often SOD\HGRXWWKURXJKWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIOHFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDO
writing identities, through their academic writing practices in the workplace.  This chapter 
IUDPHVWKHGLVFXVVLRQRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶FRPPHQWVRQWKHLUH[SHULHQFHVDQGRSLQLRQVRIDFDGHPLF
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writing practices that appears in Chapter 7, using a set of reconceptualisations about academic 
writing practice in higher education.  These methodological reconceptualisations appear below 
LQ)LJXUH7KH\ZHUHLQVSLUHGE\'HQ]LQDQG/LQFROQ¶VThe SAGE handbook of qualitative 
research (1994) which offers a compendium of alternative qualitative research methodological 
approaches.    
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Figure 20: Reconceptualisations of qualitative educational research   
  
It is important to note that the need to reconceptualise methodology for this doctoral research 
grew out of the reconceptualisation of academic writing practices that preceded any 
consideration of how to proceed methodologically.  Opening up and challenging dominant 
discourses around qualitative educational research processes is difficult, not least because 
different approaches and methodologies overlap and influence each other, as Figure 21 shows 
(reproduced with permission from Niglas, 2007).  In comparison, all research approaches, 
including post-qualitative and quantitative, are treated in this thesis as constructed, socially 
situated forms of discourse (Clough, 1992).  Moreover, if all research approaches are 
FRQVWUXFWHG WKHQ LW IROORZV WKDW WKH\ FDQ EH V\VWHPDWLFDOO\ GHFRQVWUXFWHG µDV RQH SUDFWLFH
DPRQJRWKHUV¶)RXFDXOWS 
 ! 
Figure 21: Research Methodologies (Niglas, 2007)  
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Figure 21 illustrates a quantitative-qualitative continuum across research approaches.  This 
continuum spans the scientific empiricism of the natural sciences at one end, and the broad 
interpretative paradigm dominating qualitative research in liberal arts and social sciences at the 
other.  Traditionally, qualitative research draws from positivist/empiricist/scientist ontologies 
to maintain mono-dimensional concepts of validity as a defence against putative allegations of 
distortion and tainted data, (often because qualitative data are deemed too subjective 
otherwise).  In this way, positivism positions itself in research terms, not as one ontological 
FKRLFHRXWRIPDQ\EXWDVWKHVROHPHDQVRIOHJLWLPLVLQJTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKHUV¶µREMHFWLYH¶
RUµWUXWKIXO¶Gata-claims (Lather, 2005).  Moreover, this legitimacy is often achieved through a 
VLPSOH ELQDU\ RSSRVLWLRQ WR TXDOLWDWLYH µVXEMHFWLYH¶ GDWD ,Q FRPSDULVRQ DV WKH
reconceptualisation of qualitative research continuum in Figure 20 suggests, in post-qualitative 
research notions of validity remains inherently contestable and open.  This chapter argues that 
the broad interpretative research paradigm, so popular in educational research and the social 
sciences generally, is a research discourse in thrall to its opposite, scientism.  It will explore the 
idea that a desire for logic, objectivity and truth in qualitative research reflects a yen by some 
VRFLDOVFLHQWLVWVIRUDµVLPSOHDQGRUGHUHGXQLYHUVHWKDWQHYHUZDV¶3RSNHZLW]S
0RUHRYHULWDUJXHVWKDWµVFLHQWLILFREMHFWLYLW\¶GRHVQRWKLQJPRUHWKDQRIIHUVRFLDOVFLHQFHVD 
false DQGµWLPHOHVV WUXWKIUHHIURPSROLWLFDODQGFXOWXUDOLQIOXHQFHV¶+DUGLQJS 
! 
6. 2 Problematising Scientism  
  
6.2.1 The origins of qualitative educational research   
  
Originating in ethnography, interpretativism was adopted by qualitative educational researchers 
as they, like anthropologists, sought to observe and critically analyse the culture and practices 
of groups and settings for research purposes.  In simple terms, qualitative educational research 
often attempts to explain, or improve, an educational issue or problem.  It does this by adhering 
to µREMHFWLYH¶ VFLHQWLILF UHVHDUFK FRQYHQWLRQV OLNH WKRVH GHVFULEHG DERYHZKLFK KDYH EHHQ
adapted from the natural sciences, to examine social or individual phenomena, such as human 
behaviours, practices, beliefs or opinions. Researching educational settings and practices, in 
this µVFLHQWLILFZD\¶XVXDOO\LQYROYHVV\VWHPDWLFDOO\FROOHFWLQJGDWDRIWHQWKURXJKREVHUYDWLRQ
or grounded methods) and then analysing or interpreting it, usually through some form of 
HQFRGLQJLQRUGHUWRSURGXFHDQµDXWKHQWLF¶YLVLRQRIWKHOLYHGH[SHULHQFHµFDSWXUHG¶E\WKH
155  
researcher in the research domain.  This collection, codification and analysis of research data 
is then offered, within a quasi-scientific qualitative research paradigm, as an explanation of 
µZKDW LV KDSSHQLQJ RQ WKH JURXQG¶ RU DV µHYLGHQFH¶ ZKLFK UHYHDOV µQHZ¶ NQRZOHGJH RU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHUHVHDUFKGRPDLQE\UHYHDOLQJµWUXWKV¶DERXWLW7KHSODXVLELOLW\RIWKHVH
findings are then tested by inviting further analysis, on the basis that research data  from one 
setting should be relaWDEOHWRRUXQGHUVWRRGLQRWKHUVHWWLQJVZKHUHµLW¶ZKDWHYHUWKHVXEMHFW
of the research is), is happening too.  This whole process suggests linear, logical models of 
enquiry, as exemplified in the models shown below.  Moreover, it is claimed that following 
such linear processes protects qualitative research from empirical attacks on its rigour and 
objectivity. 
! 
! 
  
Figure 22: Representations of the traditional qualitative research process.  
! 
8QFULWLFDO FRPPLWPHQW WR VFLHQWLILF ULJRXU DQG WKH µREMHFWLYLW\ RI VFLHQFH¶ XQGHUSLQV
established qualitative educational research conventions (MacLure, 1995).  Understanding the 
extent to which the scientific paradigm dominates traditional qualitative educational research 
discourses helps explain why it shapes conceptualisations and expectations about what 
constitutes proper, valid, objective or truthful qualitative educational research, even in many 
ways it operates as its absolute antithesis.  As Lather (2005) notes:  
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>«@LWLV127WKHQDWXUHRIWKHSUREOHPVWKDWJXLGHVWKHFKRLFHRIPHWKRGVLQWKHVRFLDO
sciences, but rather a scientism where unacknowledged objectivism is the water in 
which the fish swim.  (p.3 capitalisation in the original)  
  
6.2.2 Challenging the discursive dominance of scientism   
  
The ubiquity of scientific paradigms in the West is one of the means by which:  
! 
>«@QHZIRUPVRIFRQWURODQGSRZHU>ZHUH@ OHJLWLPDWHGE\FRPSOH[GLVFRXUVHV WKDW
stake a claim to rationality and that are embedded in diverse institutional sites.  (Olssen, 
1993, p.2)  
  
Huge breakthroughs in biology, physics and chemistry, especially during and after the 
Enlightenment, meant that discursive authority in research became associated with positivist 
principles. This meant that positivism, along with its adjuncts, objectivity and reality, 
GHYHORSHGLQWRWKHµQRUPDOVFLHQFHRIPRGHUQLW\¶.XKQ 1970, p.32) becoming, one can argue, 
in the process a!)RXFDXOGLDQµUHJLPHRIWUXWK¶3RVLWLYLVWIRUPVRINQRZOHGJHDQGWKHUDWLRQDO
world-view that they support, create totalising epistemes about all claims to truth and 
knowledge, especially those arising out of formal research processes. For example, one can 
argue, that through this historical process, dominant scientific discourses informing 
quantitative educational research, such as validity, reliability and reality, have operated as 
µJUDQGQDUUDWLYHV¶ LQWKHDFDGHP\FUHDWLQJZKDW+DUGLQJKDVFDOOHGµPHWKRGRODWRU\¶ 
  
With particular relevance to qualitative education research, Schostak and Schostak (2012) 
describe how the emergence of a dominant scientific paradigm was:  
! 
>«@ LQVFULEHG DFURss the world, in order to describe and manage it systematically 
without recourse to subjectively held beliefs and values. (p.vii)  
  
Accordingly, the discursive predominance of positivism can be said to have exerted a 
SHUQLFLRXV QRUPDWLYH DQG UHJXODWLYH µGLVFLSOLQDU\ SRZHU¶ D FRQFHSW GLVFXVVHG LQ GHWDLO LQ
Chapter 3) over newer disciplines, including the social sciences, which, paradoxically, so often 
need to focus on issues of subjectivity and experience.  This dominance manifests itself through 
methodological tropes, such as the authoritative gaze of the researcher and the concomitant 
objective and singular world-view that it engenders, as well as a belief in an essentialised 
individual subject that is underpinned by a belief in the linear/chronological progression of 
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history and science.  These scientistic conventions result, it can be argued, in a situation where 
TXDOLWDWLYH UHVHDUFK LV DOZD\V GHHPHG µXQVFLHQWLILF¶ZKHQ MXGJHG DJDLQVW FODVVLF UDWLRQDOLVW
standards, as it is unable, due to its inherently subjective nature, to fulfil empirical criteria.  This 
means that natural science conventions, like validity and objectivity, have to be claimed or 
µFRQIHUUHG¶XSRQTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKLQRUGHUIRULWWREHOHJLWLPLVHGDQGDFFRPPRGDWHGZLWK
the dominant scientific research paradigm (Latour, 1999).     
  
For Lather (1996), scientism, when applied to qualitative forms of research, can produce a form 
of methodological reductionism that, in traditional qualitative educational research, means 
µPHWKRGRORJ\RIWHQ GLYHUWV DWWHQWLRQ IURPPRUH IXQGDPHQWDO LVVXHVRI HSLVWHPRORJ\¶ S
Kincheloe (2005) talks of how researchers need to become more liNH µPHWKRGRORJLFDO
QHJRWLDWRUV¶ (p.325) willing to challenge and change prevailing scientist/empiricist 
expectations and ready to:  
  
>«@YLHZUHVHDUFKPHWKRGVDFWLYHO\UDWKHU WKDQSDVVLYHO\PHDQLQJ WKDWZHDFWLYHO\
FRQVWUXFW RXU UHVHDUFK PHWKRGV«UDWKHU WKDQ SDVVLYHO\ UHFHLYLQJ WKH ³FRUUHFW´
universally applicable methodologies. (Kincheloe, 2005, p.325)  
  
In The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, Lyotard (1979) is particularly wary of 
FODVVLF GLVFRXUVHV WKDW UHO\ RQZKDW KH WHUPV µPDVWHU QDUUDWLYHV¶ µPHWDQDUUDWLYHV¶ µJUDQG
QDUUDWLYHV¶ µPHWD-GLVFRXUVH¶ RU µJUDQG UpFLWV¶ DERXW WKH KXPDQ FRQGLWLRQ VXFh as 
Enlightenment-based liberal-KXPDQLVP +LV DGYRFDF\ RI µLQFUHGXOLW\¶ (p.xxiv) toward 
totalising conceptualisations can be usefully applied to traditional qualitative research in 
education.  This is because qualitative research in education necessarily requires a subjective 
UHIOHFWLYHUHIOH[LYH DSSURDFK WR XQGHUVWDQGLQJ KXPDQ EHKDYLRXU DQGRU FXOWXUH  'HUULGD¶V
FRQFHSWRIµGHFRQVWUXFWLRQ¶LVDQRWKHUXVHIXODSSURDFKWKDWLVHQDFWHGLQWKHDQDO\VLVRI
SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ DFFRXQWV RIIHUHG LQ &KDSWHU  6Xffice to note here that the process of 
deconstruction encourages qualitative researchers to constantly critique and challenge, not 
simply describe, those social and cultural discourses informing and contextualising the research 
domain (and the accounts that arise out of it). The use of alternative, radical research 
methodologies must, therefore, necessarily problematise the core epistemologies or totalising 
discourses which measure, and limit,  the quality of traditional qualitative research in education, 
such as validity, reliability and reality.    
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However, rejecting closed and/or linear research approaches, epitomised by the models in 
Figure 22 (pg. 152), Stronach and MacLure (1997) argue that educational researchers need to 
DFNQRZOHGJHµWKHSURYLVLRQDOLW\RIPHDQLQJVDULVLQJRXWRIWKHLUTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFK¶S
Moreover, they discuss how alternative postmodern methodologies can initiate, or enact, a 
µPHWKRGRORJLFDOSXWVFK¶SRQVFLHQWLVP¶VXQLYHUVDOLVLQJWHQGHQFLHVLQWKHVRFLDOVFLHQFHV 
   
6.2.3 Problems with validity   
The increasing popularity of interpretivist research in education and social sciences generally 
has necessitated a critical discussion about positivist/empiricist assumptions regarding validity, 
which cannot and should not be easily resolved.  The scientific paradigm demands that any 
research tool purporting to measure, describe or evaluate research phenomena must justify itself 
DVµYDOLG¶6XFKDQDSSURDFKDVVXPHVWKDWUHVHDUFKYDOLGLW\LVSUHGLFDWHGRQZKDWWKHUHVHDUFKHU 
KDVµIRXQGRXW¶ZKLFKWKH\SHUFHLYHRUEHOLHYHWREHµWUXH¶,QWKLVVHQVHµWUXWK¶EHFRPHVWKH
criteria against which the research, or at least its validity are measured; a standard against which 
the ideas it develops and presents can be assessed.  However, as Miles and Huberman (1994) 
XVHIXOO\QRWHµYDOLGLW\LWVHOILVQRWPRQROLWKLF¶S. Indeed, Winter (2000) maintains, it is:   
 
>«@DFRQWLQJHQWFRQVWUXFWLQHVFDSDEO\JURXQGHGLQWKHSURFHVVHVDQGLQWHQWLRQVRI
particular research methodologies and projects. (p.1) 
 
7RLOOXVWUDWHWKLVSRLQWRQHFDQWDNH0D[ZHOO¶VFRQWHQWLRQWKDWYDULRXVNLQGVRIYDOLGLW\
HPHUJHWKURXJKGLIIHUHQWUHVHDUFKPHWKRGRORJLHV+LVFRQFHSWRIµWKHRUHWLFDOYDOLGLW\¶UHVWVRQ
wider conceptual frameworks that researchers bring to bear on the research process.  This is a 
XVHIXOZD\RIDFNQRZOHGJLQJKRZUHVHDUFKHUV¶HSLVWHPRORJLFDOFKRLFHVPLJKWEHJLQWRVKDSH
WKHLULQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIGDWDLQSDUWLFXODUZD\V$FFRUGLQJO\KLVFRQFHSWRIµGHVFULSWLYHYDOLGLW\¶
reflects DSRVLWLYLVWUHOLDQFHRQIDFWXDODFFXUDF\ZKHUHDVµLQWHUSUHWLYHXQGHUVWDQGLQJ¶DOORZV
for a variety of interpretations, possibly conflicting and competing, which reflect a more 
SRVWPRGHUQ UHVHDUFK DSSURDFK /DVWO\ 0D[ZHOO¶V FRQFHSW RI µHYDOXDWLYH YDOLGLW\¶
DFNQRZOHGJHVKRZ UHVHDUFKHUV¶ MXGJPHQWV DQG WKHLU HYDOXDWLRQRI VXEMHFWV RU LVVXHVEHLQJ
researched, contribute to any findings they might make.   
! 
Winter (2000) further exemplifies the difficulty and complexity posed by validity debates for 
any educational qualitative researcher when he makes the point that definitions of validity are 
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DOZD\V µHQWLUHO\ UHODWLYH WR WKH«EHOLHI V\VWHP IURPZKLFK WKH\ VWHP«¶ S ,Q WKHLU
comprehensive overview of research methods in education, Cohen, et al. (2007) list a number 
of competing definitions and classifications for validity in qualitative educational research. For 
example, Mishler (2002) argues that educational researchers working within interpretivist 
paradigms should reject positivist terms for validity and replace them with his concept of 
µDXWKHQWLFLW\¶ 6LPLODUO\/LQFROQDQG*XEDSURSRVHXVLQJDOWHUQDWLYH WHUPVVXFKDV
µWUXVWZRUWKLQHVV¶ µFUHGLELOLW\¶ µWUDQVIHUDELOLW\¶ µGHSHQGDELOLW\¶ DQG µFRQIRUPDELOLW\¶ WR
reflect differing concepts of validity in qualitative research.  
  
Blumenfeld--RQHVUHSODFHVWKHSRVLWLYLVWVHDUFKIRUµWUXWK¶ZLWKDFRQFHSWRIµILGHOLW\¶ 
7KLVµILGHOLW\¶LV developed out of an ethical, collaborative relationship between researchers and 
their research participant(s), who between them create data through the narrativisation of lived 
experience into a research narrative.  Blumenfeld-Jones (1995) argues that the product of such 
DFROODERUDWLYHSURFHVVFDQQRWEH MXGJHGDV µYDOLG¶RUµLQYDOLG¶ LW VLPSO\ LVZKDW LW LV +LV
approach embodies the difference between a simple analysis of narratives that seeks to distil 
codes DQGFODVVLI\SDUWLFLSDQWV¶DFFRXQWVDVXQLts of data, and a more Foucauldian process of 
narrative analysis, which involves the researcher more fully on a personal level (Taylor, 2004).   
0RUHRYHU6FKHXULFK¶VFRQFHSWRIµGHFRQVWUXFWLYHLQYHVWLJDWLRQ¶LQWRYDOLGLW\IRFXVHV
RQ YDOLGLW\¶V UROH in maintaining the authority, or what Scheurich (1997) calls the 
µWUXVWZRUWKLQHVV¶RIUHVHDUFKGDWD 
  
In traditional educational qualitative research, coding requires researchers to identify and 
aggregate common themes and subthemes out of their research material.  Scheurich (1997) 
however, views coding as nothing more than an ill-advised attempt to fulfil the requirements 
of scientistic, empirically-based research criteria. He is dismissive of what he calls the 
µHODERUDWHDQGDUFDQH¶SURFHVVHVWKDWFRGLQJUHTXLUHVDVWKH\KDYHµQRFRUUHVSRQGLQJIRFXVRQ
WKHFRPSOH[DPELJXLWLHVRIODQJXDJHFRPPXQLFDWLRQDQGLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ¶S)RULQVWDQFH
he argues that when coding data, conscious or unconscious acts of selection by the researcher 
may create SDWWHUQVDQGPHDQLQJVWKDWUHIOHFWSHUVRQDOµYLUWXDOLVDWLRQV¶RIWKHGDWD7KHVHDUH
then decontextualised (or de-subjectified) and re-SUHVHQWHG µREMHFWLYHO\¶ WKURXJK UHVHDUFK
coding processes (Scheurich, 1997).  Maclure, (2013) concurs with this view, arguing that 
coding qualitative data, however rigorous, merely:  
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>«@ SRVLWLRQV WKH DQDO\VW DW DUP¶V OHQJWK«HQFRXUDJLQJ LOOXVLRQV RI LQWHUSUHWLYH
GRPLQLRQRYHUDQHQFORVHGILHOG>«@S 
  
0DFOXUHLVPRUHLQWHUHVWHGLQµ1HZ0DWHULDOLVW¶ZD\VRIORRNLQJDWTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKPDWHULDO
that do not see data as passive, waiting to be brought to life through coding by an inductive and 
VHQVLWLYHUHVHDUFKHU$V%DUDGZULWHVµPDWWHUDQGPHDQLQJDUHPXWXDOO\DUWLFXODWHG¶
(p.152).  New materialists see qualitative data as agentic matter, a catalyst for unpredictable 
change in the researched and the researcher.  Just as researchers may be said to be fashioning 
and transforming their data into a research narrative, so, Maclure argues, the data are 
WUDQVIRUPLQJWKHUHVHDUFKHU1RWRQO\GRHVZRUNLQJZLWKLWPDNHWKHPLQWRµDUHVHDUFKHU¶LW
may change them affectively/emotionally (possibly making them more sensitised, politicised 
or angry, etc.).    
! 
It is useful in qualitative research, therefore, to shift validity claims away from positivist, 
absolute and universal concepts, ZKLFK DUH V\QRQ\PRXV ZLWK µWUXWK¶ WRZDUGV D PRUH
postmodern, relativist position, ZKLFK DFNQRZOHGJHV WKDW DOO µYDOLGLWLHV¶ DUH VRFLDOO\
constructed and historically situated.  For, if monolithic, universal validity and reliability claims 
remain unquestioned in qualitative educational research, they can become politically suspect 
and unHWKLFDO /DWKHU¶V  IHPLQLVW SRVWVWUXFWXUDOLVW SHUVSHFWLYH RQ UHVHDUFK DVNV
TXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKHUVWRFRQVLGHUDOWHUQDWLYHµWUDQVJUHVVLYHYDOLGLWLHV¶ZKLFKGHVWDELOLVHDQG
FKDOOHQJHSRVLWLYLVWYDOLGLW\FODLPV5HIOHFWLQJ/DWKHU¶VFDOOWRDUPVWKLs thesis does not ignore 
questions of validity and reliability, rather it seeks to problematise and foreground them. Not 
to do, VR LQYLWHVZKDWKRRNV KDVFDOOHGD µFRORQLVDWLRQ¶RIH[SHULHQFH DQGPHDQLQJ, 
which belies the actual complexity of people¶VOLYHV 
  
6.2.4 Problems with reliability  
  
Reliability traditionally addresses the extent to which accurate research methods and techniques 
for eliciting information actually are valid, using the core principles of replicability, 
repeatability and transferability.  Positivist concepts of validity not only demand an ostensibly 
µREMHFWLYH¶LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIGDWDWKH\DOVRHQFRXUDJHUHVHDUFKHUVWRHQVXUHWKDWGDWDIURPRQH
source can be reinforced or confirmed by other sources, thereby strengthening validity claims 
through reliability claims and vice-versa. Joppe (2000) for example, defines reliability at its 
most basic as:   
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! 
>«@WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKUHVXOWVDUHFRQVLVWHQWRYHUWLPH«DQGLIWKHUHVXOWVRIDVWXG\
can be reproduced under a similar methodolRJ\>«@S 
 
In empiricist research, triangulation is usually enacted to ensure reliability by drawing on data 
from different sources, in order to reveal patterns of congruence or difference deemed 
significant by virtue of their appearance across a range of data sets.  Mathison (1988) describes 
how:  
  
Triangulation has arisen as an important methodological issue in naturalistic and 
qualitative approaches to evaluation [in order to] control bias and establish valid 
propositions because traditional scientific techniques are incompatible with this 
alternate epistemology. (p. 13)   
  
%\WUDGLWLRQDOµVFLHQWLILFWHFKQLTXHV¶0DWKLVRQLVUHIHUULQJWRKRZH[SHULPHQWVRUWHVWVLQWKH
natural sciences can ensure reliability through replication.  Accordingly, qualitative researchers 
are often encouraged to use triangulation to see if they can repeat their findings, or produce a 
correlation or pattern across a number of data sets.  If they can, such patterns are often used to 
bolster validity claims for the original research.  Stake (2004), for example, argues that through 
the steady accumulation of related case studies, even a single case study, like the one used in 
this thesis, may claim reliability for its own particular findings through association.  Bryman 
(1988) likewise suggests that single case studies may also provide openings for other related 
research projects, which further explore the original issue or problem, thus adding to the 
validity of the originating study.   
 
However, one can argue that discerned patterns in qualitative data may be coincidental, or the 
UHVXOWRIWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VRZQHGLWRULDOLQIOXHQFHV5HVHDUFKHUVPD\UHVSRQGWRVLPLODULWLHVDQG
congruence across studies, or different sources of data, with what Stronach and Maclure (1997) 
FDOO µDPRELOL]DWLRQ RIPHDQLQJ¶ UDWKHU WKDQ DQ\ JUHDWHU validity or reliability in a strictly 
positivist sense.  That is, they will enforce a reading or interpretation of the material which 
µPDNHVVHQVH¶WRWKHPDWOHDVW+RZHYHUPRUHVRXUFHVRIGDWDZKHUHYHUWKH\FRPHIURP
do not necessarily produce more reliability. Indeed, increasing the breadth of data potentially 
creates more difference, more multiplicity, and more contestability, not less.  Cohen et al. 
 PDNH WKH SRLQW WKDW DQ\ ODFN RI µFRQYHUJLQJ FRQFOXVLRQV¶ RU DUHDV RI XQFHUWDLQW\
resulting from the incorporation of different sources of data,  should be openly acknowledged, 
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VRPHWKLQJZKLFKPD\RIFRXUVHXQGHUPLQHVXEVHTXHQWYDOLGLW\FODLPVEDVHGRQµDVVRFLDWLRQ¶
Even Stake (2003), is clear that although he feels qualitative research design should incorporate 
triangulation, researchers may still have to allow for the multiple, alternative interpretations 
that might emerge through cross-referencing within one piece of research, as well across other, 
related studies. Indeed, a plethora of unstable trajectories, displaced relationships and 
unresolvable differences may emerge across different data sets. Such unpredictable 
connections, relationships and differences often produce a postmodern rhizome in place of the 
neater, relational research models generated by empirical, or arboreal, methodological 
approaches, which are discussed in the next section.  
  
Barbour (1998) makes the additional point that using a variety of methods within one study for 
triangulation purposes could, µFUHDWHSUREOHPV¶ZLWKUHJDUGWRSRVLWLYLVWYDOLGLW\FODLPVDVHDFK
PHWKRGRSHUDWHVGLIIHUHQWO\GHSHQGLQJRQWKHµWHUPVRIWKHRUHWLFDOIUDPHZRUNVZHEULQJWREHDU
RQRXUUHVHDUFK¶S)XUWKHUPRUHnot only different theoretical frameworks or methods 
may trouble the µUHOLDELOLW\¶RIDSLHFHRIUHVHDUFK'LIIHUHQWFRQFOXVLRQVFRXOGEHGUDZQIURP
the same data; for example, if it was looked at, even using the same frameworks and methods, 
by a different researcher, or at a different time by the same researcher and so on, rendering any 
neat comparisons inconclusive.  In practice, reliability, like validity, can mean very different 
things, or nothing, depending on the chosen research design and paradigm.  Stenbacka (2001) 
asserts that since reliability in the scientific paradigm traditionally focuses on objectively 
measuring and reproducing findings, it has no relevance to interpretative study and is pointless 
as a way of assessing the quality of qualitative research.    
! 
6.2.5 Problems with social reality and objectivity  
! 
Qualitative research often claims that it is seeking to objectively investigate and understand 
µUHDO¶DXWKHQWLFH[SHULHQFHVRIUHVHDUFKHGJURXSV+RZHYHUVRFLDOUHDOLW\LVDKLJKO\FRQWHVWHG
notion, so much so that Guba and Lincoln (1985, p. 81-87) identify four kinds of reality, 
QDPHO\µREMHFWLYHUHDOLW\¶µSHUFHLYHGUHDOLW\¶µFRQVWUXFWHGUHDOLW\¶DQGµFUHDWHGUHDOLW\¶7KH\
maintain, furthermore, that each of these variations brings with it equally contested concepts 
of subjectivity that can complicate any qualitative research remit.   
! 
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Derrida, in O f Grammatology (1967), argued that dominant interpretations of social reality are 
DFKLHYHG GLVFXUVLYHO\ WKURXJK µWUDQVFHQGHQWDO¶ VLJQLILHUV ZKLFK GRPLQDWH ZLWKLQ VHPLRWLF
systems and/or communicative acts, irrespective of any temporal or spatial factors.  These 
WUDQVFHQGHQWDOVLJQLILHUVFUHDWHDQµH[WHUQDOSRLQWRIUHIHUHQFH¶VXFKDVUHOLJLRQRUVFLHQFHLQ
ZKLFK GRPLQDQW FRQFHSWV RU SKLORVRSKLHV DUH URRWHG DQG µPDGH UHDO¶ IRU LQGLYLGXDOV
Transcendental signifiers offer definitive meanings and everything outside them is decentered 
DQGRUH[FOXGHGIURPµUHDOLW\¶+RZHYHU'HUULGDPDLQWDLQVWKDWWKHUHLVQRXOWLPDWH
truth or reality; rather there are only differences between perceived realities. Critical qualitative 
UHVHDUFK FDQ WKHUHIRUH XVHIXOO\ EH FRQFHUQHG ZLWK GHFRQVWUXFWLQJ VXFK µWUDQVFHQGHQWDO
VLJQLILHUV¶E\VHHLQJWKHPIRUZKDW WKH\DUHQDPHO\KLVWRULFDODQGVRFLDOFRQVWUXFWLRQVQRW
eternal truths or definitive interpretations. Qualitative researchers, in addition, need to be 
sensitive to differences between perceived realities (some of which may be marginalised), and 
cognisant of the historical and social contexts informing them. This ability to distinguish 
between perceived realities requires that researchers assume a:  
  
>«@GRXEOHVWDQGSRLQWRQWKHRQHKDQGDULJRURXVGHPDQGLQJFULWLFDOEXWDIILUPDWLYH
commitment to the legacy of the past, and on the other an equally exacting commitment 
to what the legacy of the past suppressed, remDLQHGXQDVVLPLODWHG>«@SCollins-
Hill and Andersen, 2013)  
  
7KLV µGRXEOH VWDQGSRLQW¶ &ROOLQV-Hill, 2013) echoes the multi-OD\HUHG QDWXUH RI )RXFDXOW¶V
genealogical research process discussed in Chapter 3.    
! 
Jackson (1989), a progressive ethnographer working in anthropology, began to question 
TXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKHUV¶FODLPVWRFDSWXUHGHILQLWLYHIRUPVRIVRFLDOUHDOLW\+LVTXHVWLRQVDERXW
whose version of social reality was being represented in scientifically conducted ethnographic 
studies challenged the viability of validity and reliability claims made for any qualitative 
research.  Jackson (1989) argued that, ultimately, such claims did nothing more than seek to 
deny or control:  
  
>«@WKHXQFRQWUROODEOHPHVVLQHVVRIDQ\WUXO\LQWHUHVWLQJILHOGZRUNVLWXDWLRQS 
! 
3URGXFLQJ TXDOLWDWLYH HGXFDWLRQDO UHVHDUFK WKDW GRHV UHIOHFW WKDW LQHYLWDEOH µXQFRQWUROODEOH
PHVVLQHVV¶LVQRWHDV\DQGQHFHVVLWDWHVµWKHRQWRORJLFDOSROLWLFVRIVWD\LQJWUXHWRFRPSOH[LW\¶
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(Landstrom, 2000, p.475).  Indeed, for Stronach and Maclure (1997), the deliberate relativism 
so characteristic of postmodern methodologies remains a prerequisite of a vigorous and 
rigorous alternative research approach.  This is precisely because its aim is not to know the 
REMHFWVXEMHFWVRIWKHUHVHDUFKµEHWWHU¶RUPRUHIXOO\WKDQEHIRUH5DWKHUWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VDLP
is to be prepared to critically reflect on, challenge and renegotiate the inherent and historically 
VLWXDWHG µFRQWestable meaninJV¶ 6WURQDFK DQG 0DF/XUH  p.157) produced by their 
object/subject(s), XVLQJ WKH µGRXEOH-staQGSRLQW¶ &ROOLQV-+LOO¶V  approach alluded to 
above.   
! 
Moreover, one can argue that qualitative research is meaningful only if it engages in this kind 
of debate about the [re]presentation and/or [re]interpretation of perceptions and/or experiences, 
as opposed to seeking to measure or understand them in factual, concrete terms.  Hammersley 
and Atkinson (2004) question the assumption that researchers have a privileged view of their 
research domain that allows them to reveal truths about it.  Lather (2004), meanwhile, maintains 
WKDWµWUXWKVHHNLQJ¶DERXWUHDOLW\VKRXOGQHYHUEHWKHDLPRIDTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKHU6KHDUJXHV
instead that qualitative researchers should never suggest that they are able to record and/or 
LQWHUSUHWWKHµUHDOLW\¶RIDQ\JLYHQUHVHDUFKGRPDLQ, without also offering a complicating sense 
RIKRZWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VDQGWKHUHVHDUFKVXEMHFWV¶VXEMHFWLYLWLHVFR-exist, interact and compete.  
7KLVWKHVLVHFKRHV/DWKHU¶VFRQWHQWLRQWKDWWRSUHWHQGRWKHUZLVHLVWRGHQ\WKHFRPSOH[LW\RI
properly entextualising any human social setting for research purposes.    
  
5HVHDUFKHUUHIOH[LYLW\DERXWWKHLURZQDQGSDUWLFLSDQWV¶subjectivities raises questions about 
WKH OHJLWLPDF\ RI DQ\ GDWD DQG FKDOOHQJHV WKH DXWKRULW\ RI TXDOLWDWLYH UHVHDUFKHUV¶
interpretations RIGDWD 7KLV µFULVLVRI UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ¶DSKUDVH ILUVW FRLQHGE\0DUFXV DQG
Fischer (1986),  raises important methodological questions about the ability of qualitative 
researchers to authentically and objectively represent or depict the lived experiences, opinions 
or ideas of their research participants.  Acknowledging the issue of representation in research 
requires a recognition that all data is necessarily situated and subjective, as Johnson and 
Duberley note:  
  
[...] to make unexamined meta-theoretical commitments, and remain unaware of their 
origins, amounts to an abdication of intellectual responsibility which results in poor 
research practices >«@(2003, p.1279)  
! 
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Taking the representation RI UHVHDUFK VXEMHFWV¶ VRFLDO UHDOLWLHV seriously requires qualitative 
researchers to make their own situatedness and subjectivity explicit as a part of the qualitative 
research process.  In the second edition of their Handbook of Qualitative Research (2000) 
Denzin and Lincoln, SODFHGWKHµFULVLVRIUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ¶IRXUWKLQWKHLUµPRPHQWVRITXDOLWDWLYH
iQTXLU\¶ ZKHUH LW LQWHUHVWLQJO\ precedes the µFULVLV RI OHJLWLPDWLRQ¶ DQG LQLWLDWHV WKH ILIWK
moment, µpostmodernism¶,QSODFLQJLWWKHUHWKH\HPSKDVLVHG the centrality of problematising 
interpretation to postmodern research, and the need to find alternative methodologies that 
embrace the complexity and instability of subjectivities in qualitative research.    
 
6.3 A lternative Research Paradigms for Qualitative Educational Research   
  
5DGLFDODOWHUQDWLYHTXDOLWDWLYHVWXGLHVKDYHWKHSRWHQWLDOWRµFKDOOHQJHWKHIRUPDQGFDWHJRULHV
of traditional quaOLWDWLYH UHVHDUFK¶ 0HUULDP  S! However, in defiance of its 
WUDGLWLRQDOµFXOWXUDOFULQJH¶/DWKHUVXJJHVWVWKDWTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKVKRXOGVLPSO\VWRS
trying to ape the natural sciences and look instead for alternative methodologies that are:   
  
>«@QRWDERXWSDUDGLJPFRPSHWLWLRQEXWPXFKPRUHSURIRXQGO\DERXWDPRYHDZD\
from a narrow scientism and toward an expanded notion of scientificity more capable 
RIVXVWDLQLQJWKHVRFLDOVFLHQFHV>«@/DWKHUS 
  
The problems with scientism, as discussed above, and its relationship to qualitative research, 
have not been so vociferously debated in the sphere of educational research, as in other social 
sciences, such as ethnography and sociology.  However, challenging these conventions is at the 
heart of what Lather (2005), in her paper presented at the First International Congress of 
4XDOLWDWLYH,QTXLU\FDOOHGµ>«@WKHYHU\SROLWLFDOFRQWHVWRYHUVFLHQWLILFUHVHDUFKLQHGXFDWLRQ
WKDWLVRXUVLWXDWLRQWRGD\¶,QVWHDGRIWU\LQJWRSURve definitively that educational researchers 
can ever really know what people think and feel, which Lather (2006) argues it is impossible, 
the social sciences can, she claims, create different and often powerful ways for humans to 
think about themselves. (A note of caution however: it is important to avoid simply creating 
alternative totalising metanarratives for alternative qualitative research methodologies, which 
present themselves as canonical in the place of scientism).  Foucault was alert to this tendency 
in academia and warned how all discursive formations are constantly in danger of being 
µHSLVWHPRORJLVHG¶Sa process that effectively sets them into hardened knowledge 
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SRVLWLRQVµ(SLVWHPRORJLVDWLRQ¶ZRXOGRIFRXUVHKDPSHUWKHSRWHQWLDO of alternative qualitative 
research methodologies to disrupt totalising educational research discourses like scientism.  
  
Scientistic research approaches in qualitative research have been comprehensively 
deconstructed and critiqued across a number of social science subjects and settings (other than 
HGXFDWLRQ6HYHUDODUHFRPSUHKHQVLYHO\VXPPDULVHGLQ'HQ]LQDQG/LQFROQ¶VODWHUHGLWLRQV
of the Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research (2011).  Influential studies cited therein include 
(OOLVDQG%RFKQHU¶V00) work around autoethnography, RichaUGVRQ¶VLQQRYDWLYHRUDO
history of domestic abuse and Lather and Smithies (1997) study Troubling the Angels: Women 
Living with HIV/AIDS.  These studies maintain, as discussed above, that qualitative researchers 
can present only one possible research narrative out of many possible accounts of their data.  
They also reinforce the idea that qualitative researchers need to be to be more critically 
reflexive and acknowledge the presence of multiple discourses and subjectivities, such as 
feminism, patriarchy, religion, gender and sexuality, as they can, and do exist alongside other 
in qualitative research domains, creating complex social dynamics.    
  
In the light of this complexity, it is preferable to view qualitative research into social practices, 
like academic writing in higher education, as a necessarily intricate and contingent process.  
Indeed, Schwandt (1998) maintains that because qualitative research is such a contingent 
process, so-FDOOHG SRVWPRGHUQLVW µHSLVWHPRORJLFDO SRVWXULQJ¶ LV QHFHVVDU\ LQ RUGHU IRU
researchers to try on and reject different methodological approaches without solidifying or 
fixing themselves into methodological straitjackets.  Usher and Edwards (1994); Stronach and 
MacLure (1997); St. Pierre and Pillow (2000) are all radical qualitative educational researchers 
who experiment with conventional methodologies and methods in order to draw attention to 
and defamiliarise, as well as critique and challenge, traditional qualitative research 
methodologies.    
! 
6.3.1 Thinking differently about qualitative educational research: postmodernism  
! 
Postmodernism at its broadest is a theory that seeks to critique modernism in general and the 
modes of consumption and production in late twentieth century capitalism in particular.  The 
term postmodernism first appeared in architecture, where it challenged architectural classicism 
by juxtaposing different styles and playing around with space and shapes in new and interesting 
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ZD\V7KHHIIHFWVRIWKLVLQQRYDWLRQDUHHSLWRPLVHGE\&KDUOHV:0RRUH¶V3LD]]DG
,WDOLD
New Orleans, created during 1976-79.    
! 
)LJXUH&KDUOHV:0RRUH¶V3LD]]DG
,WDOLD1HZ2UOHDQVLPDJHIURP:LNLSHGLD 
! 
0RRUH¶V 3LD]]D SHUKDSV ILWWLQJO\ was never completed and has been called the first 
postmodern ruin, after it was left to fall into disrepair (although it has been recently renovated).  
:LWKLWVMXPEOHRIMDUULQJUHIHUHQFHVWRWKHVHWWLQJ¶VGLVSDUDWHORFDl communities, and clever 
nods to past and future architectural styles, the Piazza exemplifies postmodern principles 
(Jencks, 1987) in that it:    
! 
>«@FRQWUDVWVZLWKWKHROGHUQRWLRQRIFODVVLFDOUXOHVLQEHLQJXQGHUVWRRGDVUHODWLYH
rather than absolute, responses to a world of fragmentation, pluralism and inflation 
rather than formulae to be applied indiscriminately. (p.330)  
  
Architectural postmodernism quickly became a metaphor for understanding the erosion of old 
certainties and practices in any field, including industry, the arts and social science (Jencks, 
2002). 
 
Because they challenge the established ways of thinking about and doing qualitative research, 
postmodern research paradigms are less about:  
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>«@ZKHWKHURUQRWD>UHVHDUFK@SRVLWLRQLVULJKWFRKHUHQWRULQWHUHVWLQJ«¶ 
  
and more about :  
[...] why it is we come to occupy and defend the territory that we do, what it promises 
XVZKDWLWSURPLVHVWRSURWHFWXVIURP>«@%XWOHUSS±128)   
  
Postmodern approaches to qualitative research, moreover, encourage internal contradictions 
DQGGLVVRQDQFHLQFODVVLFUHVHDUFKPHWKRGRORJLHVLQWKHVDPHZD\WKDW0RRUH¶V3LD]]DXQVHWWOHV
and kicks against classic architectural principles.  Indeed, Foucault talks about discourse in 
architectural terms as:  
! 
>«@DIUDPHRUILHOGZLWKLQZKLFKGLYHUJHQWGLVFRXUVHVQHZDQGROGFRQIURQWRQH
another , in which some are marginalised  or subjugated  and others are appropriated  
WRGHILQHWKH³GRPDLQVRIYDOLGLW\QRUPDWLYLW\DQGDFWXDOLW\´>«@)RXFDXOW
p.68, in Ball, 2013, p.23)  
  
3RVWPRGHUQLVP¶VFRPPLWPHQW WRPXOWLSOLFLW\DQGGHFRQVWUXFWLRQ LVGLDPHWULFDOO\DQGVRPH
might say politically, opposed to any desire to regulate and control.  In research terms, 
postmodernism signals that a failure to question the underlying methodological principles 
driving dominant empiricist research outcomes can result in increasingly conformative 
research.  This is important, as research in education has, over the last forty years, been aligned 
to an increasingly regulated and commodified knowledge economy linked to professional 
expectations and µSHUIRUPDWLYLW\¶DVGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHUDQG7KHVHIDFWRUVKDYHUHVXOWHG
in educational research, both quantitative and qualitative, being frequently tailored to meet 
expectations of target-led funding, designed to improve practice and/or create measurable 
impact (Ball, 2008).  Over time, one can argue that the potential for researchers in education to 
question, and ultimately challenge, taken for granted research assumptions has been eroded 
(Avis, 1993; Ball, 2008).  Indeed, MacLure maintains that:  
! 
>«@\RXFRXOGVHHWKHPRYHPHQWWRZDUGVHYLGHQFH-based research, and science-based 
research, partly as attempts to bypass or discipline the insubordinate textuality of 
qualitative educational research (2006, p.2).  
  
Instead of trying to make qualitative educational research fit narrow scientific, empiricist 
criteria, postmodern approaches celebrate multiple interpretations and inconclusive deductions.  
For Foucault (2002, p.245), a postmodern insistence on multiplicity and provisionality serves 
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as an invitation or provocation for further important, if inconclusive, debates, which push 
against, or transgress, hegemonic epistemological and disciplinary limits.  Alternative post-
TXDOLWDWLYH HGXFDWLRQ UHVHDUFK LQ WKLV ZD\ FDQ KLJKOLJKW µWKH SUDFWLFDO DQG H[SHULPHQWDO
LOOXPLQDWLRQRIOLPLWV¶)RXFDXOWS0HWKRGRORJLFDOO\WKLVFDQEHFRQFHSWXDOLVHG
as a form of transgressive counter-practice (Biesta, 1998).  Counter-practices are not devised 
on the basis that they will necessarily be better than other approaches, what matters is that they 
are different from and throw into relief, or make visible, prevailing, dominant practices so that 
they can be deconstructed and challenged.  In this spirit Latour (2000) calls for research 
approaches that render their subject(s) as:  
  
>«@ GLVREHGLHQW DV SRVVLEOH WR WKH SURWRFRO DQG WR EH FDSDEOH WR UDLVH WKHLU RZQ
questions in their own terms and not in those of scientists whose interests they do not 
have to share! (p.116)  
  
The point of transgressive, postmodern counter-practices, therefore, resides in their ability to 
µSURYH¶ LQ )RXFDXOWLDQ WHUPV WKDW WKHUH LVPRUH WKDQ RQHZD\ RI WKLQNLQJ DERXW or doing 
something, and/or that established, normalised ways of thinking are not natural, but rather 
discursively constructed.   
    
µ:H¶UHWLUHGRIWUHHV¶$UKL]RPLFDSSURDFKWRTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFK 
In horticultural terms the rhizome is a botanicDOFODVVLILFDWLRQIRUDW\SHRISODQWµDQHORQJDWHG
usually horizontal, subterranean stem which sends out roots and leafy shoots at intervals along 
LWV OHQJWK¶ 2QOLQH 2[IRUG (QJOLVK 'LFWLRQDU\   ,Q LWV LPDJH, rhizomic/rhizomatic 
research is continually moving off in different directions, replacing old readings with 
alternative transitional and equally temporary ones.  Deleuze and Guattari (1987) characterised 
this FRQVWDQW FKDQJH DQG PRYHPHQW DV D SURFHVV RI µUHWHUULWRULDOLVDWLRQ¶ DQG
µGHWHUULWRULDOLVDWLRQ¶ 2ther key principles of rhizomic thinking include connection, 
connectivity and heterogeneity.  As a metaphor, or model, for theory, the rhizomic structure 
HPEUDFHV FRQQHFWLRQDQGKHWHURJHQHLW\EHFDXVHXQOLNH WUHHVRU WKHLU URRWV µDQ\SRLQWRI a 
UKL]RPHFDQEHFRQQHFWHGWRDQ\WKLQJRWKHUDQGPXVWEH>«@¶'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL
p.7).  For this reason, the rhizome is a model that resists structures of domination or even any 
kind of structuration, whereas traditional arboreal thinking is inherently structural and 
hierarchical (see Figure 25).    
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! 
! 
Figure 24: Representation of arboreal thinking   
  
In the arboreal model of research, one central (root) idea may spawn many offshoots, however, 
they always develop separately and in a linear fashion and at some point they end.   
For example, MacLure (2013) discusses how systematic coding of qualitative research data:  
  
>«@ DVVXPHV DQG LPSRVHV DQ µDUERUHVFHQW¶ RU WUHH-like logic of hierarchical, fixed 
UHODWLRQVDPRQJGLVFUHWHHQWLWLHV>«@S 
  
For this reason, any interconnectedness that coding qualitative data appears to reveal remains 
constrained by the hierarchical/binary taxonomies within which it has been positioned.  This 
NLQGRIµURRW-WKLQNLQJ¶UHSUHVHQWVHVVHQWLDOLVW, Cartesian principles that Deleuze and Guattari 
GLVPLVVDVµWKHROGHVWDQGZHDULHVWNLQGRIWKRXJKW¶S,QFRPSDULVRQPXOWLSOLFLW\
and unpredictability is central to rhizomatic thinking, for, as the numbers of multiples develop 
in the rhizome, so do the number of possible combinations between the different elements 
within it.  Used as an alternative metaphor for research this multiplicity can be applied:    
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! 
>«@WRYHU\GLYHUVHPRGHVRIFRGLQJELRORJLFDOSROLWLFDOHFRQRPLFHWFWKDW
bring into play not only different regimes of signs but also states of things of 
differing status.  (1987, pg.7)  
  
$UKL]RPHFDQEHVSOLWDWDQ\SRLQWEXWLWFDQDQGZLOOVWDUWXSDJDLQRUµUHERXQG¶ILOOLQJDQ\
gaps; this is what Deleuze and Guattari (1987) call µDVLJQLI\LQJUXSWXUH¶7KLVSURFHVVUHIOHFWV
how, despite breaks and discontinuities within the research process, everything continually ties 
into and affects everything else.  Not least, this interconnectedness relates to how, through a 
rhizomatic methodological approach, old divisions between research domains (the field of 
reality), the research thesis (a field of representation) and the researcher and researched (fields 
RIVXEMHFWLYLW\FDQEHEURNHQGRZQDQGUHFRQVWLWXWHG:KDWUHPDLQVLVDQµDVVHPEODJH¶OLNH
those created in Chapter 8, which establishes multiple connections, although such connections 
DUH WKHPVHOYHV FRQVWDQWO\ VXEMHFW WR µGHWHUULWRULDOLVLQJ¶ DQG µUHWHUULWRULDOLVLQJ¶ PRPHQWV
(Deleuze and Guattari, 1987)    
! 
A rhizomatic approaFKWRTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKIRUHJURXQGVWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VDQGSDUWLFLSDQWV¶
subjectivities, but refuses to try and fix what they might mean.  In contrast, rhizomic analysis 
LV IOXLGPRYLQJ DORQJZKDW'HOHX]H DQG*XDWWDUL FDOO µOLQHV RI IOLJKW¶ DV GLVFXVVHG in the 
opening chapter and illustrated in Figure 1 (p.14).  However:   
  
>«@WKHVHOLQHVRUOLQHDPHQWVVKRXOGQRWEHFRQIXVHGZLWKOLQHDJHVRIWKHDUERUHVFHQW
type, which are merely localizable linkages between points and positions.  Unlike the 
tree, thH UKL]RPH LV QRW WKH REMHFW RI UHSURGXFWLRQ >«@ WKH UKL]RPH RSHUDWHV E\
variation, expansion, conquest, capture, offshoots. (p.21)  
  
6.3.3 Post-qualitative research  
! 
Rhizomic concepts provide a theoretical framework for the post-qualitative paradigm chosen 
IRUWKLVWKHVLVZKLFKVHHNVOLNH0DF/XUH¶VFRQFHSWRIWKHµEDURTXH¶WR 
  
>«@KRQRXUWKHREOLJDWLRQWRJHWHQWDQJOHGLQWKHGHWDLOVDQGGHFRUDWLRQVRIHGXFDWLRQDO
scenes, rather than trying rise above them, or to view them in orderly perspective from 
the vantage point of the masterful viewer. (p.7)    
! 
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A post-qualitative research paradigm is less about problem-solving and more about problem-
making.  Problematising opens up a critical commentary around social phenomena, like 
academic writing practices, rather than simply shaping and serving them up as the findings of 
an educational research project.  As discussed in the opening to Chapter µWKHSRVWV¶YLHZ
objects or subjects of inquiry as ontologically complex and part of wider social contexts and 
processes, in which they are always  culturally inscribed and historically situated.    
! 
Denzin and Lincoln (2005) argue that post-qualitative researchers need to move away from 
fixed ontological positions so that they can explore and chart how technologies of the self 
collapse, as ontologies shift and epistemologies proliferate and change, through the messy 
processes encouraged by postmodernist research.  Lather (2005), talking about feminism, 
suggests that recognising ontological messiness and uncertainty creates:  
! 
[...]  a sort of loss, a disorientation where openness and unknowingness are part of the 
process, a self-reflexive, non-dogmatic feminism that relishes conflicting 
interpretations without domesticating them, a sort of permanent unsettlement in what 
might be termed a post-foundational feminism. (p.3)  
  
If one replaces thHZRUGµIHPLQLVP¶ZLWKµSRVW-TXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFK¶WKHQ/DWKHU¶VDUJXPHQW
PLUURUV8VKHUDQG(GZDUG¶VDVVHUWLRQQDPHO\WKDWSRVW-qualitative research paradigms 
are deliberately ontologically uncertain and messy because they claim no certain or measurable 
outcomes or truths.  In specific research design terms, post-qualitative research requires 
researchers to be constantly:  
! 
>«@FULWLFDOO\UHIOHFWLQJRQWKHZD\LQZKLFKUHVHDUFKLVFDUULHGRXWDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
how the process of doing research shapes its outcomes.  (Hardy, Phillips, and Clegg, 
2001 p.554)   
! 
Post-qualitative research thus engages researchers in reflection, not only of the individuals and 
the practices they are researching, but also of their own practice as researchers.    
  
A post-qualitative commitment to ontological complexity proposes a process-sensitive, 
contingent research approach where validity and reliability are impossible to measure.  Its 
adoption also entails acknowledging the existence of multiple subjectivities and standpoints 
within any research design.  These post-qualitative subjectivities and standpoints are, 
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moreover, situated within a flattened ontology, represented by a rhizomatic web, where no 
single aspect of the web can be placed in a singular or hierarchical relationship to another in 
order to measure congruity or incongruity.  In this way, post-qualitative research produces not 
RQO\µWKLFN¶*HHUW]EXWVWLFN\GDWDZKLFKLVDOZD\VFRQQHFWHGWRRWKHUSKHQRPHQDDQG
discourses.  This creates a situation where it is ever more difficult to separate out research 
material or phenomena, in order to capture the definitive meaning of any given social reality 
(Blommaert, 2005). Furthermore, post-qualitative research deconstructs and challenges 
positivist claims for objectivity and truth, repositioning them as contested claims. Accordingly, 
all validity claims in post-qualitative research are inherently suspect and can be treated as 
µWUDQVFHQGHQWDODOLELV¶(ODP.  Those alibis do no more than get traditional qualitative 
researchers off an empiricist hook about what to do about subjectivity and social reality and 
their vexed relationship with validity and reliability.   
! 
Even critical reflection, one of the cornerstones of qualitative action-research, needs to be re-
examined in the light of post-TXDOLWDWLYHPHWKRGRORJLHV%RXG.HRJKDQG:DONHU¶V
collection of essays discuss how reflection can be an activity where individuals:  
  
>«@UHFDSWXUHWKHLUH[SHULHQFHWKLQNDERXWLWPXOOLWRYHUDQGHYDOXDWHLW>«@S 
  
However, a post-qualitative approach replaces reflection with a rigorous critical reflexivity that 
UHIXWHVDQ\QRWLRQVRID VWDEOH µVWDWHRIPLQG¶ WKDWFDQEHHDVLO\µUHFDSWXUHG¶ LQRUGHU WREH
evaluated.  Rather, the multiple subjectivities inherent in post-qualitative research approaches 
remain inevitably full of ambiguity, paradox, contradiction, hybridity, liminality and 
indeterminacies.  
! 
Traditionally, qualitative researchers in education objectivise and categorise thHLU µVSHDNLQJ
VXEMHFWV¶  +RZHYHU Sroblematising the subjectivication of qualitative participants, and 
exploring how subjectivity and subjectivities inform data analysis, are key post-qualitative 
methodological concerns which destabilise traditional concepts of validity in educational 
qualitative research projects.  Kincheloe (2005) argues that post-qualitative researchers:  
! 
>«@VHHNPXOWLSOHSHUVSHFWLYHVQRWWRSURYLGHWKHWUXWKDERXWUHDOLW\EXWWRDYRLGWKH
monological knowledge that emerges from unquestioned frames of reference and the 
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dismissal of the numerous relationships and connections that link various forms of 
knowledge.  (p.327)  
  
In this way post-qualitative research does not conjure up any ultimate coherence, authenticity 
or truth out of the various subjectivities and inter-subjectivities elicited from its participants, 
QRU DUH DQ\ VLQJOH SDUWLFLSDQW¶V SHUFHSWLRQV GHHPHG PRUH UHSUesentative or accurate than 
DQRWKHU¶V5DWKHUSRVW-qualitative research data is  regarded as inherently unstable and always 
full of potential meanings or interpretations, depending on who is reading/interpreting it and 
when and why and where (Derrida, 1990).  This lack of determinism raises many rhizomatic 
questions: that is questions without a single definitive answer or endpoint, as Figure 26 
demonstrates.  
 
(SLVWHPRORJLFDOXQFHUWDLQW\DERXWVXEMHFWLYLW\DQGµNQRZLQJ¶ 
  
 What do I/my participants knowWKLQNZHNQRZ«DERXWDQ\WKLQJ«HYHU" 
 When can I tell if participants are pretending/lying/deluded/acting out, and does 
it matter if they are?     
 Do we know or feel the same about stuff today as we did yesterday, as we will 
tomorrow/ and the next day and WKHQH[WGD\«" 
 How do we remember what we knew or thought we felt yesterday, last week, a 
\HDUDJR«DQGVRRQ 
 How do I shape/interpret/construct/deconstruct/represent what people tell me 
about what they know or feel?   
 :KDWGLG,PLVVLJQRUHPLVLQWHUSUHWPLVXQGHUVWDQGOHDYHRXW«DQGZK\GLG,GR
that?    
  
$QGVRRQ« 
  
Figure 25: Epistemological uncertainty about subjectivity and knowing.  
! 
In addition to the uncertainties alluded to the above, post-qualitative research treats any act of 
reading/interpreting/assembling qualitative research phenomena as polysemic and unique to 
each individual researcher and their research subjects/settings.   So much so that, reading any 
qualitative data for research purposes:  
! 
΀͙΁always involves both mastery and surrender, grasping meaning and being grasped 
by it. It involves reason and seduction. Texts never have firm boundaries enclosing static 
ERGLHVRINQRZOHGJHDQGUHDGHUVQHYHU WDNH µRXW¶RI WH[WVH[DFWO\ZKDW WKHLUZULWHUV
VXSSRVHGO\SXWµLQ¶WKHP0DF/Xre, 2006, p.4 emphasis in the original)  
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In the place of a search for truth or authenticity in subjective research accounts, post-qualitative 
DSSURDFKHVGUDZRQ+HLGHJJHU¶VBeing and Time.  Heidegger argues that reflexively 
attempting to make sensHRIRQH¶VUHVHDUFKVXEMHFWREMHFWVRQWR-epistemologies (and failing to 
GRVRVKRXOGEHDQH[SHFWDWLRQIRUDQ\FULWLFDOUHVHDUFKHU 0RUHRYHU+HLGHJJHU¶V
theory RIµGDVHLQ¶ (being-in-the-world) attempts to recognise how the different consciousnesses 
or subjectivities collected by qualitative researchers are, inevitably, multiple and 
LQWHUVXEMHFWLYHWKDWLVWKH\HQGOHVVO\FRQQHFWWRHDFKRWKHUDQGWRWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶VVXEMHFWLYLW\
and historicity in rhizomatic ways.   
  
This commitment to treating post-qualitative research material through rhizomatic processes, 
FRQQHFWVWRDQRWKHURI+HLGHJJHU¶VNH\SKLORVRSKLFDOLGHDVQDPHO\WKDWRQHH[LVWVRQO\
in relation to other things/individuals µLQ-der-ZHOW¶(in the world).  This translates in research 
terms as the inadvisability of separating researchers from the objects/subjects of their research, 
and/or taking relationships between things or individuals as given or for granted.  Heideggian 
philosophy, in this way, facilitates post-qualitative UHVHDUFKHUV¶ µUH-YLVLRQLQJ¶ of their research 
material through critical reflection and reflexivity about WKHLU RZQ DQG WKHLU SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
subjectivities.    
! 
6.3.4. Research design: using a situated single case study in post-qualitative research  
  
The  use of  a situated single case  study provides a physical  setting for this research,  (which  
Chapter 2 describes in detail) :KLOVW RSHUDWLQJDV µDQRUJDQLVLQJ IUDPH¶ /HDDQG6WLHUHU
2009),  the research setting is conceptualised as a constantly changing, yet historically situated, 
site of enquiry, through which the various discourses and practices associated with academic 
ZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV LQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQFDQEHVWXGLHG $VVXFK LW LVSUHVHQWHGDVD µERXQGHG
LQVWDQFH¶ 6LPRns, 1981), comprising unique, complex and shifting associations between 
players.  By acknowledging the complexity of perceptions and discourses around academic 
ZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVWKHFKRVHQUHVHDUFKGHVLJQPRVWFORVHO\UHVHPEOHV<LQ¶VµH[SORUDWRU\
cDVHVWXG\¶PRGHO,WLVGLIILFXOWWRDQticipate in exploratory case studies how any research will 
develop, and Yin (2003) highlights the dangers of trying to create a neat research design which 
seeks to, or succeeds in, µFRQWUROOLQJRXW¶DQ\FRPSOH[LWLHVthat may emerge during the research 
process in order to maintain an artificially narrowed down area of enquiry.  Nisbet and Watt 
(1984) confirm that the boundaries of a case study will always be difficult to fix and that any 
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qualitative research design has to be flexible enough to accommodate changes and issues as 
they arise.  As researchers cannot pre-judge what will emerge, this means that only the broadest 
features of qualitative case studies can be pre-designed!""" 
" 
A central question arising within traditional qualitative research paradigms is whether it is valid 
to study a single case study as many researchers maintain it can never be representative of 
anything but itself (May, 2001; Hammersley and Atkinson 2004; Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 
2007).  However, Gomm, Hammersley and Foster (2000) argue in their book Case Study 
Method: Key Issues, Key Texts, that they seek to:   
  
>«@ FDSWXUH FDVHV LQ WKHLU XQLTXHQHVV UDWKHU WKDQ WR XVH WKHPDV D EDVLV IRUZLGHU
JHQHUDOLVDWLRQRUIRUWKHRUHWLFDOLQIHUHQFHRIVRPHNLQG>«@S 
  
This reflects how, in this study, the use of a singular situated case study does not assume that 
the research domain is necessarily representative of other, similar settings or situations; the 
SRLQW KDV EHHQ WR WU\ DQG µFDSWXUH¶ RQH VHWWLQJ¶V VLQJXODULW\  0RUHRYHU WKH UHVHDUFK¶V
temporality is foregrounded in the research because the data is presented as a snapshot of a 
particular group of lecturers, at a particular time, carrying out a set of academic writing 
practices within particular modalities.  The insistence that qualitative data can only reflect a 
one-off moment, in all its complexity, links to the work of Deleuze and Guattari, (1987), 
Guattari, (1992) and Marcus and Saka (2006) who all refer to research settings as diachronic 
assemblages of individuals, practices and discourses.  Such assemblages (as discussed in 
Chapter 8) are inherently temporary, which means they will change over time or even disappear 
FRPSOHWHO\7KDWQRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ$WNLQVRQEDUJXHVWKDWFDVHVWXGLHVµWHOODVWRU\¶RID
particular group, place and time, and that such stories may provide opportunities for case study 
researchers to make creative and insightful connections with research carried out on other 
groups, places and times (but not necessarily). Post-qualitative research maintains that 
participant narratives, and the research narrative that the researcher constructs out of them in a 
case study, are not exclusively informed by the research setting.  This is because wider social, 
cultural and historical factors will always influence the shape that research narratives might 
take, at any given time (Foucault, 1980; Kendall and Wickham, 1999).  
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6.4 A Question of Subjectivities    
  
6.4.1 Resisting the interview  
  
Research interviews construct interviewers and interviewees in particular relationships with 
each other, which reflect wider discursive relationships of power, powerlessness and resistance 
and often embody forms of control and social reproduction.  Without clear and critical self-
awareness on the part of researchers, it is likely that the act of interviewing will reproduce, or 
at least reflect, prevailing cultural norms and discursive power relations. One can also critique 
WKHTXDOLWDWLYHLQWHUYLHZIURPDSRVWPRGHUQSHUVSHFWLYHDVDIRUPRIµURRW-WKLQNLQJ¶IRUHYHU
caught in a Cartesian dualism.  In traditional interviews qualitative research participants are 
represented as sources of individuated, autonomous knowledge, whilst the language that they 
use to describe those experiences is treated by the researcher as a transparent means of 
communicating that knowledge.    
  
As discussed in Chapter 3, New Literacy Studies approaches to language, conversely argue that 
it is impossible to limit the meaning and interpretation of verbal utterances.  For example, what 
a question or answer means to an interviewer can easily mean something different to the 
interviewee.  Language is inherently unstable and all communication is subject to endless and 
simultaneous re-LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ LW LV FRQVHTXHQWO\ YHU\ µVOLSSHU\¶ 6FKHXULFK  ,Q
6FKHXULFK¶V XVHIXO FULWLTXH RI WKH UHVHDUch interview, he dismisses the idea that qualitative 
LQWHUYLHZV DUH D YDOLG PHDQV RI FRPPXQLFDWLQJ µUHDOLW\¶ RU µWUXWKV¶ IURP LQWHUYLHZHH WR
interviewer.  Scheurich makes the point that in any linguistic exchange there are bound to be 
contested meanings, ambiguity and open-endedness, producing what he FDOOV µD VKLIWLQJ
carnival of ambiguous complexity, a moving feast of differences interrupWLQJ GLIIHUHQFHV¶
(1997, p.66).    
  
For the post-qualitative researcher, the act of data collection, therefore, needs to be refigured 
as an act of constructing meaning and exploring contestable and contested perceptions.  This is 
in stark contrast to traditional qualitative research approaches to data-collection, where the 
influence of variables and multiple interpretations are characterised in largely negative terms 
DVSRVVLEOHVRXUFHVRIµGDWDFRQWDPLQDWLRQ¶ $W\SLFDOUHVSRQVHWRVXFKFRQWDPLQDWLRQLV WR
attempt to design variables out, for example, through sampling and/or peer review of transcripts 
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or to ignore them by imposing an authorial perspective on the material that edits out any 
dissenting voices and perspectives.  
! 
6.4.2 Eliciting as data collection  
  
Elicitation is a method of obtaining information for research adapted from anthropology and 
ethnography.  It has been used in a variety of settings to try and involve the subjects of research 
more fully in the processes of research.  For example, in the 1980s systems-designers in 
HQJLQHHULQJDQGEXVLQHVVFUHDWHGZKDWWKH\FDOOHGDQµHOLFLWDWLRQRIUHTXLUHPHQWV¶.  This was a 
means RIHQFRXUDJLQJPDQDJHPHQWWRIXOO\LQYROYHXVHU¶VH[SHULHQFHVZKHQGHYHORSLQJQHZ
and complex organisational systems.  In the military elicitations are commonly used for 
intelligence-gathering, DVDZD\RIµGUDZLQJRXW¶ZKDWSHRSOHNQRZ rather than simply asking 
or interviewing them. In education elicitation is broadly defined as:   
  
>«@DWHFKQLTXHE\ZKLFKWKHWHDFKHUJHWVWKHOHDUQHUVWRJLYHLQIRUPDWLRQUDWKHUWKDQ
JLYLQJLWWRWKHP>«@(www.teachingenglish.org.uk)  
  
2YHUDVL[PRQWKSHULRGLQ,DVNHGDOOFROOHDJXHVLQUHVHDUFKVHWWLQJ¶V6FKRRORI
Education to FRPSOHWHZKDW,FDOOHGDQµHOLFLWDWLRQ¶UDWKHUWKDQFRQGXFWLQWHUYLHZVZKLFK,
had rejected for the  reasons outlined above (see Appendix 4 for a copy of one of the responses).  
Far from being a process of simply extracting information, the use of an elicitation was an 
DWWHPSW WR HQFRXUDJH D PRUH RSHQ GLVFXVVLRQ RI SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ H[SHULHQFHV DQG IHHOLQJV LQ
response to a series of prompts or suggestions for discussion. In this thesis, the idea of using an 
elicitation as a form of data collection grew out of the need to find a qualitative data collection 
tool that encouraged lecturer participants to think about and discuss academic writing practices 
on their own terms, UDWKHUWKDQWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶V 
  
The overarching design of the elicitation was informed by the NLS approach to language and 
OLWHUDF\GLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHU8VLQJWKHFRQFHSWRI6WUHHW¶VµLGHRORJLFDO¶PRGHORI
OLWHUDF\ , ZDQWHG WKH HOLFLWDWLRQ WR H[SORUH KRZ SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI WKH DFDGHPLF
writing practices that they used every day, raised questions about identity, power and the nature 
of dominant academic writing conventions.  The questions in the elicitation sought to highlight 
rhizomic relationships between lecturers as academic writers, in ways that reflected the highly 
situated and contested nature of academic writing practices in higher education.  
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! 
The use of electronic media to distribute the elicitations also mediated communication with the 
respondents in place of direct communication through interviews.  I felt that by removing 
myself, as much as possible, from any face-to-face interaction with the participants I would 
help release their imagination and creativity with regard to the questions, and minimise any 
influence I might have on their responses. However, I realised that it was impossible to avoid 
determining responses, as in giving the participants a set of prompts I was inevitably going to 
VKDSHWKHQDWXUHRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶UHVSRQVHVWRVRPHH[WHQW 
  
Participants were invited to record their responses by writing them down or digitally recording 
them.  They were free to leave out any questions that they did not wish to answer and were 
encouraged to make additional comments, or raise any other issues about their experiences and 
feelings about academic writing practices that occurred to them when completing the 
elicitation.  They could respond in any way they preferred: stream of consciousness, lists, bullet 
points or continuous prose.  In short, respondents were given permission to say whatever they 
wanted, how they wanted to (or, just as importantly they could chose to ignore certain 
questions, which some of them did).  (See appendix 4 for an example of one of the responses 
to the elicitation).    
! 
The elicitation recognised the importance of ethical issues such as confidentiality and 
anonymity for participants.  BERA guidelines were adhered to at all stages of the research 
process and voluntary informed consent was obtained from all participants. All accounts in the 
study were anonymised and all names and identifying comments were recast or removed to 
ensure that the materials produced as part of the research did not compromise any member of 
staff or student.  Members of staff participating in the study could choose which method/mode 
they preferred for recording their accounts.  Audio recording and transcription were both 
offered and participants were offered the opportunity to change their minds about contributing 
to the research at any time.  The reVHDUFKZDVVXFFHVVIXOO\VXEPLWWHGWRWKHUHVHDUFKVHWWLQJ¶V
Ethics Committee before any elicitation material to participants was sent out.   
  
Given the overall post-qualitative research approach of the thesis, I was committed to keeping 
the process of collecting data as open as possible.  At the same time I sought to avoid regulating 
or constraining the respondents, thus allowing multiple perspectives to emerge through my 
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choice of statements that I, as the researcher, chose to highlight from the various elicitations I 
received.  I chose, therefore, to use an elicitation to call forth, draw out, or provoke a reaction 
from participants.  I have no idea why some colleagues chose to respond whilst others did not.  
The participants who offered their responses to the elicitation were not representative of the 
whole workforce within the research setting, although coincidentally at least one person from 
each team in the School of Education took part.   
  
The majority of those who did respond worked directly with me, so perhaps they wanted to 
VXSSRUWDFROOHDJXH¶VUHVHDUFK+RZHYHUVRPHSHRSOHZKRZRUNHGZLWKPHGLGQRWUHVSRQG
and a significant minority, who had never worked with me, did respond.  I also wondered if the 
decision to respond was due to a particular interest in academic writing or research.  Certainly, 
with regard to the former, some respondents had obviously thought hard about the issue of 
either their own academic writing and/or their role as academic writing developers for students 
and had strong opinions. Others openly acknowledged that academic writing and writing 
development practices was not something they had thought much about despite their decision 
to respond.  Interestingly, a number of potential respondents clearly felt bewildered by some of 
the questions, several wanted to meet up to talk through questions (I refused) and some asked 
IRUFODULILFDWLRQDERXWµZKDW,UHDOO\ZDQWHG¶2WKHUVUHVSRQGHGWRTXHVWLRQVEXWDVNHGPHWR
get back to them if I wanted more information or clarification.  There was a sense, therefore,   
that some respondents felt that the elicitation did not meet their expectations about a call for 
research information.  Perhaps that was another reason why some people chose not to respond.   
  
I expected, and did not mind, if any responses were incomplete or ill-defined and I treated all 
WKH UHVSRQVHV KRZHYHU LQFRKHUHQW RU WHUVH DV H[SUHVVLRQV RI µVHOI-SUHVHQWDWLRQ¶ZLWKLQ WKH
discursive formations that informed the  dominant  academic writing practices in higher 
education of these individuals in this setting, an idea that I explore in more detail below.    
  
6.4.3 The power of the statement   
  
,Q&KDSWHUP\DQDO\VLV RISDUWLFLSDQWV¶ VWDWHPHQWVXWLOLVHV DEURDGO\)RXFDXOGLDQ 
archaeological approach to data.  In this analysis, dominant discourse formations informing 
academic writing and professional writing identities, (which were discussed in Chapters 4 and 
5), are critiqued through enunciations made by the lecturer-participants.  In addition, I have 
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treated the research setting as a particular, though not necessarily representative, context where 
higher education academic writing practices are regularly enacted. I was not primarily 
interested in discovering patterns or homogeneity across a range of representative narratives. 
Rather, my interest lay in exploring how the different statements made by participants  offered 
opportunities to explore how individuals, consciously or unconsciously, complied with, 
reproduced, struggled and fought (to different degrees) with those powerful discourses around 
academic writing that informed their everyday practice and identities as lecturers in higher 
education in the research setting.   
  
)RXFDXOW¶V LQWHUHVW LQ VWDWHPHQWV ZKLFK KH FDOOHG µGLVFXUVLYH HQXQFLDWLRQV¶ , is an 
important component of his methodological and ontological approach to the study of discourse.  
He regarded statements as important indicators of the often hidden, but nonetheless 
SUHGRPLQDQW UXOHV DQG FRQGLWLRQV RSHUDWLQJ LQ DQ\ µGLVFXUVLYH IRUPDWLRQ¶, such as the 
GLVFRXUVHVLQIRUPLQJDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ,QWKLVZD\)RXFDXOW¶V
(1972) archaeological method allows post-qualitative researchers to explore beyond the surface 
RIµZKDWLVVDLG¶E\DOORZLQJthem WRµRSHQXS¶SDUWLFLSDQWV¶VWDWHPHQWV%\WUHDWLQJVWDWHPHQWV
as discursive enunciations, the speaker is positioned in relation to, on a spectrum between 
compliant or resistant, to the dominant discourses that inform and prescribe the disciplinary 
fields within which they are articulated. Discussing statements from participants in this way 
can, therefore, provide useful insights into the construction and dynamics of dominant 
GLVFRXUVHVWKDWYDOLGDWHRUQRUPDOLVHRULQYDOLGDWHDQGPDUJLQDOLVHLQGLYLGXDOV¶SHUFHSWLRQV
of academic writing in the research domain.  
  
)RXFDXOWLVLQWHUHVWHGLQDQDO\VLQJVWDWHPHQWVWDNHQIURPZKDWKHFDOOVWKHµKLVWRULFDODUFKLYH¶
RIDVHWWLQJRUGLVFRXUVHFRPPXQLW\+HVWDWHVWKDWWKLVDUFKLYHUHSUHVHQWVµWKHJHQHUDOV\VWHP
of the formation anGWUDQVIRUPDWLRQRIVWDWHPHQWV¶(1972, p. 130) that exist around any given 
subject.  The archive, therefore, represents the body of material constituting a discourse; in this 
study, it is made up of the theories and established approaches to academic writing and writing 
development identified and discussed in Chapters and 3 and 4. It also includes the lived 
H[SHULHQFHRIµSUDFWLFHVVSHFLILHGLQWKHHOHPHQWRIWKHDUFKLYH¶S, which in this 
study, refer to the analysis of statements about particiSDQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVDQGH[SHULHQFHVRI
academic writing practices in Chapter 7.  The concept of an archive can, therefore, be used to 
explore the conditions of a statement's existence. These conditions include questions about 
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where the statement is found in the archive, who said/wrote it, when, where and to whom.  All 
these questions help explore how truth or validity claims are constructed and valued within the 
given institution or discipline under consideration. Foucault (1980), reflecting on his theory of 
statement, wrote:   
  
The rule of materiality that statements necessarily obey is therefore of the order of the 
institution rather than of the spatio-temporal localization; it defines possibilities of 
reinscription and transcription (but also thresholds and limit), rather than limited and 
perishable individualities (, p.103 )  
  
My post-qualitative research approach overtly positioned and simultaneously reinscribed 
SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ VWDWHPHQWV LQ&KDSWHU  DV µGLVFXUVLYH HQXQFLDWLRQV¶ UKL]RPLFDOO\ SODFHG LQ D
wider Foucauldian discourse formation or Bourdieusian field, rather than manifestations of 
individually realised preferences or experiences.  For that reason, I have deliberately not 
included any biographical detail about the participants, just as I sought not to cultivate any kind 
of personal researcher/researched relationship with them.    
  
,ZDVKRSHIXOWKDWFROOHFWLQJPDWHULDOLQWKLVZD\ZRXOGDOORZPHWRµWDONEDFN¶EHOOKRRNV
1982) to the participant accounts, without talking directly to the participants.  Like 
FoucaulW,ZDVQRWLQWHUHVWHGLQREMHFWLIL\LQJµVSHDNLQJVXEMHFWV¶WKURXJKP\UHVHDUFK
rather I was engaged in a process of interaction, not with people but with the texts they had 
SURGXFHGLQUHVSRQVHWR WKHHOLFLWDWLRQ  ,QWKLVZD\ WKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶accounts and my own 
ZULWLQJDERXWWKHPEHFDPHDPRGDOLW\RIH[FKDQJHDIRUPRIµYLUWXDOGLDORJXH¶+\ODQG
S)RUWKLVµYLUWXDOGLDORJXH¶WRZRUNKRZHYHU,QHHGHGWRSODFHP\VHOIILUPO\LQWKHWH[W
on the same level as my respondents.  To do this, I also used autoethnography as a form of 
data-collection from myself, as I too was engaged in academic writing practices in the setting.    
  
6.4.4 Interpreting participant accounts   
  
Narrative theory and methodologies have been increasingly used in qualitative research across 
disciplinary boundaries, including research in education 0LVFKOHU¶V  µVWRU\OLQHV¶
illustrate  how personal narratives can create a sense of self, as well as reflecting social 
processes or institutions or representations of culture. According to Mischler (2000) this kind 
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of narrativisation of experience acknowledge how identity formation is  dynamic and 
FRQVWDQWO\FKDQJLQJZRUNLQJWRSRVLWLRQLQGLYLGXDOV¶µEHLQJ-in-the-ZRUOG¶DWDQ\JLYHQWLPH
Mattingly (1991) discusses KRZWHOOLQJVWRULHVVHUYHVWRµZUHVWPHDQLQJIURPH[SHULHQFHV¶IRU
individuals. Similarly, Polkinghorne (1995) views narratives of the self as one of the most 
important way individuals make meaning out of their experiences because they: 
 
>«@H[KLELWKXPDQ activity as purposeful engagement in the world. Narrative is the type 
of discourse that draws together diverse events, happenings and actions of human lives. 
(p.5) 
 
Kincheloe (2001, 2005), describes how the subjectivities of research participants and 
researchers!FRQVWLWXWHDIRUPRIµQDUUDWLYHEULFRODJH¶ZKLFK 
  
>«@ DSSUHFLDWHV WKH QRWLRQ WKDW DOO UHVHDUFK NQRZOHGJH LV VKDSHG«E\ WKH W\SHV RI
stories inquirers tell about their topics. Such story types are not innocently constructed 
but reflect particular narratological traditions. (Kincheloe, 2005, p.337)  
  
In post-qualitative research it is necessary, therefore, to acknowledge the plasticity and 
PXOWLSOLFLW\RIDQ\SDUWLFLSDQWDFFRXQWVFROOHFWHGDVSULPDU\GDWD1DUUDWLYLVHGµUH-WHOOLQJV¶RI
LQGLYLGXDOV¶ H[SHULHQFHV DUH QRW QHFHVVDULO\ ORJLFDO VWDEOH RU µUHDO¶ they are, conversely, 
contingent upon their temporality and temporariness and can only represent the moment in 
which they were said.  Readings of data, once created, exist diachronically and historically and 
are connecting and reconnecting rhizomatically throughout the research process (Hagood, 
2004).  The different accounts presented in qualitative research may reinforce or contradict 
HDFKRWKHU\HWQRQHRIWKHPFDQSXUSRUWWREHPRUHDXWKRULWDWLYHRUµWUXWKIXO¶WKDQDQRWKHU
Post-qualitative researcherVPRUHRYHUDFFHSWWKDWWKH\QDUUDWLYLVHWKHLUSDUWLFLSDQWV¶DFFRXQWV
again through their interpretation and re-SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH µDFFRXQWV-as-GDWD¶ FUHDWLQJ DQ
overarching research narrative.  This over-arching research narrative is also open to further 
reinterpretation by its readers, producing an infinite number of possible reading and re-readings 
as the research text (doctorate/dissertation)  becomes re-entextualised as it circulates though 
the Academy.  ! 
! 
This thesis uses critical discourse analysis (CDA) to discuss responses elicited from 
participants.  As Chapter 3 discussed, CDA treats texts, for example, the participant accounts 
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offered in Chapter 7, as sites where myriad readings are produced and can be contested.  To 
ward against fixing the PHDQLQJRIRQH¶VGDWD8VKHUDQG(GZDUGVDVVHUWWKHUHOHYDQFH
RIDSRVWPRGHUQµUHVSHFW¶IRUXQFHUWDLQW\ZKLFKWKH\LQWHUSUHWDVDZLOOLQJQHVVE\TXDOLWDWLYH
researchers to remain alive to the infinite possibilities and ambiguities of texts they are working 
with. In Chapter 7, a rhizomatic post-TXDOLWDWLYHDQDO\VLVRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶DFFRXQWVKDVEHHQ
attempted which:  
  
>«@ LQYROYHV PDSSLQJ [«] discursive lines, following pathways, identifying the 
intersections and connections, finding the moments where the assemblages of 
discourses merge to make plausible and reason[able] sense to the reader. (Honan and 
Sellers, 2008, p.10).  
  
Narrativising experiences for qualitative research purposes, therefore, does more than just 
UHIOHFWDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VH[SHULHQFes and express their perceptions of those experiences. One can 
DUJXHWKDWWKHDFWRIQDUUDWLQJDOVRKHOSVFRQVWUXFWSDUWLFLSDQWV¶VHQVHRIVHOI, or identity, and 
situates their perceptions historically and discursively (Lofland and Lofland, 1996).  In this 
way, identities, like perceptions:  
  
>«@DUHQRWVRPXFKSUHVHUYHG LQVWRULHVDV WKH\DUHFUHDWHG UHZRUNHGDQGUHYLVHG
through participation in everyday narrative practices that are embedded in and 
responsive to shifting interpersonal conditions. Memories of self and other provide a 
constantly updated resource that narrators exploit in projecting tellable and 
LQWHUSUHWDEOHVHOYHV>«@0LOOHUSS-176)  
  
Reflecting this idea of multiple selves, Huhn, Christoph-Meister and Pier (2009) in their 
Handbook of Narratology, chart how in methodological terms qualitative research participant 
accounts (or as is the case in this thesis, statements) can be treated as linguistically constructed 
entities which are discursively positioned in particular ways, as data, UDWKHUWKDQDVµWUXH¶RU
µUHDO¶ representations of who participants are and what they mean.    
! 
6.4.5 Identity issues  
  
As discussed in Chapter 3, in a postmodern paradigm individuals construct, acquire and discard 
many different selves or identities as they progress through life.  With regards to research(er) 
LGHQWLWLHV%XWOHUPDLQWDLQVWKHUHLVQRUHVHDUFKµVXEMHFW¶SULRUWRLWVFRQVWUXFWLRQE\WKH
researcher/research narrative (p.124).  Moreover, in addition to the identities of any research 
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participants there are always several sets of subjectivities, not least, the researcher(s) and the 
participants(s), operating at any time within the qualitative research process (Richardson, 2000; 
Plummer, 2001).  As Miller notes:  
  
1DUUDWLYHDSSURDFKHV>«@ORRNDWKRZLQGLYLGXDOVDFWLYHly construct and reconstruct 
narratives in the process of making sense of their experiences and presenting their 
self/selves. (2005, p.19)  
  
Different narratives, at different times, will produce different selves or identities, for example, 
in the professional as opposed to the personal domain.  Moreover, Bruner (1987) maintains that 
FUHDWLQJSHUVRQDOQDUUDWLYHVUHTXLUHVµDQLQWHUSUHWLYHIHDW¶RQWKHSDUWRI WKHWHOOHUZKRZLOO
shape the narrative consciously or unconsciously each time they tell it.    
  
Bruner (1987) also sub-GLYLGHG QDUUDWLYH DFFRXQWV LQWR WZR W\SHV µDXWRELRJUDSKLFDO¶ DQG
µFDQRQLFDO¶:LWKUHJDUGVWRWKHODWWHUKHZURWHQRWRQO\RIµFDQRQLFDOOLIHQDUUDWLYHV¶EXWRI
µFDQRQLFDOVWDQFHV¶7KHODWWHURSHUDWHLQVLPLODUZD\VWR*HH¶Vµ%LJ'¶GLVFRXUVHVDV
they influence the ways in which individuals often shape their autobiographical narratives by 
µSURYLG>LQJ@ D VWDQGDUG IRU MXGJLQJ WKH DFWLRQVRIRWKHUV¶ %UXQHU S .LUNPDQ
Harrison, Hiller and Pyett (2001), drawing RQ%UXQHU¶VZRUNGLVFXVVKRZ WKHVH FDQRQLFDO
narratives operate discursively to raise some interesting questions about how marginalised 
individuals negotiate dominant discourses in their personal narratives.  Although personal 
QDUUDWLYHVPD\µVHUYHWRLQWHUSUHWDQGH[SODLQWKHLUVXEMHFWV¶.LUNPDQHWDOSWKH\
FDQ DOVR DV:KLWH  DVVHUWV UHYHDO µDPELJXLWLHV FRQWUDGLFWLRQV DQG FRQWLQJHQFLHV LQ
SHRSOH¶VDFFRXQWVRIWKHLUH[SHULHQFHVDQGEHOLHIV¶S7KLVLVEHFDXVHSHUVRQDOQDUUDWives 
KDYHDQµRQWRORJLFDOGLPHQVLRQ¶ 
  
>«@WKDWLVDWRQFHWHPSRUDOUHODWLRQDODQGFXOWXUDODVZHOODVLQVWLWXWLRQDOPDWHULDO
and macro-VWUXFWXUDO>«@6RPHUVS 
  
1DUUDWLYHVWKHUHIRUHGRQRWUHSUHVHQWDXQLILHGUHDOLW\WKDWLVµRXWWKHUH¶RUDIL[HGLGHQWLW\WKDW
can be explored through analysis and be pronounced upon for research purposes.  They can, 
KRZHYHU EH UHFRQFHSWXDOLVHG WKURXJK +HLGHJJHU¶V LGHD RI µWKURZQQHVV¶  DV
participating in qualitative research often prompts participants to reflect on where they feel 
themselves to be at any given moment.  In research terms, this means qualitative researchers 
RQO\KDYHWKHµQRZQHVV¶RIWKHPRPHQWLQZKLFKSDUticipants tell their story to interpret.  In 
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another moment, those same participants may very well be telling another story, or different 
version of the previous story, that they told to the researcher and so on.  This lack of stability 
around narritivisation RI H[SHULHQFH FRPSOHPHQWV %DXPDQ¶V  WKHRU\ RI µOLTXLG
PRGHUQLW\¶DVLWWRR emphasises a need for constant negotiation around possible transformations 
of identity in everyday life.  Liquid modernity contends that professional identities, such as 
µUHVHDUFKHU¶ OLNH RWKHU IRUPV RI LGHQWLW\ VXFK DV QDWLRQDO or sexual identities, are always 
collapsing or mutating.  Even so-called essentialised identity factors, such as ethnicity, gender 
and disability are constantly under construction and revision (Butler, 1990).    
  
6.4.6 Researcher subjectivity  
  
)RXFDXOW  FKDUDFWHULVHG WKH UROH RI WKH TXDOLWDWLYH UHVHDUFKHU DV DQ µLQWHUSUHWHU RI
PHDQLQJ¶UDWKHUWKDQDµILQGHURINQRZOHGJH¶7KLVDOWHUVWKHWUDGLWLRQDOSXUSRVHRITXDOLWDWLYH
research and problematises what is researched and how it is researched.  Insisting on the 
relevance of researcher subjectivity to the research process, brings debates around researcher 
µYRLFH¶DQGYLVLELOLW\WRWKHIRUHLQWKHVL[WKVRFDOOHGµPHVV\¶VWDJHRI'HQ]LQDQG/LQFROQ¶V
(2000) educational research model. In this late stage Denzin and Lincoln (2000) explain how 
postmodern researchers need to become µEULFROHXUV¶ ZKR VWUXJJOH ZLWK KRZ WR ORFDWH
themselves, and the subjects of their research, ethically in the reflexive texts that constitute 
their research (p.3).  Kincheloe describes his idea of the bricoleur as:  
  
Focusing on webs of relationships instead of simply things-in-themselves, the bricoleur 
constructs the object of study in a more complex framework. In this process, attention 
is directed toward processes, relationships, and interconnections among phenomena. 
(2005, p.324)  
! 
According to Kincheloe (2005) the postmodern researcher/bricoleur should therefore be 
SUHSDUHG WR HPEUDFH WKH µFRPSOH[LW\ SULQFLSOH¶ LQKHUHQW LQ WKH PHVV\ XQWLG\ DQG RIWHQ
unpredictable world of post-qualitative qualitative research.  )RXFDXOW¶VFRQFHSWRID
µJHQHDORJLFDO
PHWKRGRORJ\, discussed in Chapter 3, can also be used to theorise the role of the 
post-qualitative researcher as one who, out of the inevitable plurality and diversity of their 
research data, constructs representations, rather than reports findings (Kendall and Wickham, 
1999).    
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A post-qualitative researcher also focuses attention on how the research process positions them 
with regard to their participants and data.  Gronlund (1981) makes the point that one cannot 
measure any qualitative data empirically as it is inevitably shaped and informed by the 
UHVHDUFKHU¶VVXEMHFWLYLty and bias. In a similar vein, Winter (2000) talks of the need for the 
UHVHDUFKHUWREHµGLVLQWHUHVWHG¶PHDQLQJWKDWWKH\PXVWQRWSULRULtise their own interpretation 
RIGDWDEXWHQJDJHZLWKSDUWLFLSDQWV¶VXEMHFWLYLWLHV*URQOXQGDQG:LQWHUDUHHTXDOO\LQWHUHVWHG
in problematising how research always constructs an identity for researchers. For this reason, 
questions about postmodern researFKHUV¶VXEMHFWLYLW\DUHDVLPSRUWDQWDVWKHLVVXHRIUHVHDUFK
SDUWLFLSDQWV¶VXEMHFWLYLWLHVDVGLVFXVVHGDERYH 7KLV LVEHFDXVH UHVHDUFKHUV, and those who 
they research, are all engaged in producing narrative texts and research identities that:  
  
! >«@Sroduce different knowledge and to produce knowledge differently.  (St. Pierre, 1997a, 
p.175)  
  
as part of the research process.  
  
Acknowledging the existence of multiple subjectivities in qualitative research makes 
relationships between researchers and researched convoluted and messy, as it is not easy to 
tease out the various subject positions that may be taken up when researching.  Deleuze and  
Guattari (1987) regarded HYHQ SULPDU\ LGHQWLWLHV VXFK DV µUHVHDUFKHU¶ RU 
SDUWLFLSDQW¶ DV
emergent and transient, held artificially, as in aspic, for the purposes of the research narrative 
alone.  Critically evaluating their relations with participants within the research domain is also 
an essential requirement for reflexive post-qualitative researchers.  This is because, as Gubrium 
and Holstein (2003) contend, participants cannot help but be affected by biases, subject 
positions, and possibly disciplinary concerns held by researchers. This post-qualitative 
insistence on the complex relationship between researcher and participant subjectivities is not 
without its critics.  For example, May (2002) argues that by rejecting the concept of a unified 
subject, DQG DQ\ FRQFRPLWDQW VHQVH RI DQ H[WHUQDO µUHDOLW\¶ SRVW-qualitative responses to 
research data become:  
! 
>«@ so incoherent that engagement is difficult, if not impossible, for the purposes of 
illuminating the dynamics of social issues.  (p.3)  
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0D\¶V UHVSRQVH WR WKH µSUREOHP¶ RI HYHU HQJDJLQJ FRKHUHQWO\ ZLWK UHVHDUFKHUUHVHDUFKHG
subjectivities is to call for a return to a research approach which assumes that researchers can 
be somehow separated from their research subjects, and the settings that they are researching.  
However, this assumption denies the ethical imperatives underpinning post-qualitative 
researcher reflexivity. Scheurich (1997), for example, is clear that reflexivity around 
subjectivity allows for a more honest, and therefore possibly more ethical, relationship between 
qualitative researchers and their participants.  He argues that if qualitative researchers assume 
DQDXWKRULWDWLYHDXWKRULQJUHVHDUFKµYRLFH¶, they deny and limit other possible subjectivities 
that might emerge out of qualitative research.  For Butler (1993), a positivist insistence on 
constructing coherent research narratives where REMHFWVRIUHVHDUFKDUHµH[SODLQHG¶LQVRPH
ZD\LQHYLWDEO\FUHDWHVDµFRQVWLWXWLYHRXWVLGH¶WKDWVKHFDQQRWDFFHSW7KLVLVEHFDXVHLWFUHDWHV
a research framework that effectively screens out those elements that cannot be fitted into an 
over-arching UHVHDUFK QDUUDWLYH QDPHO\ µWKH XQVSHDNDEOH WKH XQYLDEOH DQG WKH
QRQQDUUDWLYLVDEOH¶SZKRPXVWUHPDLQH[WHUQDODQGDEVHQWIURPLW 
! 
To conclude, once one has rethought subjectivity through a post-qualitative lens there is no 
returning to the old ways of thinking about qualitative data.  As Foucault (2005) constantly 
argued in his later work, postmodern researchers need to be engaged in reflecting upon and 
resisting how they, and the subjects of their research, have been produced and constructed as 
VXEMHFWLILHGDQGQRUPDOLVHGµVXEMHFWV¶WKURXJKWUDGLWLRQDOTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKPHWKRGRORJLHV
Indeed, MacLure and Stronach (1997) call upon postmodern researchers to see themselves as 
µUHVSRQVLEOH DQDUFKLVWV¶ S ZKR XVH D SRVWPRGHUQ RQWRORJ\ DQG critical reflexivity to 
LQWHUURJDWH FUHDWLYHO\ WKHLU RZQ VXEMHFWLYLW\ DORQJVLGH DQ\GLVFXVVLRQ RI WKHLU SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
subjectivities.    
  
6.4.7 Autoethnography   
  
,QDXWRHWKQRJUDSK\WKHUHVHDUFKHULVRYHUWO\WKHµWHOOHU¶RIWKHLUUHVHDUFKQDUUDWLYHDQGas such 
they can reflect upon the implications of how they have chosen to tell their story.  Within post-
TXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKWKHUHVHDUFKVHOIGRHVQRWUHIHUWRDXQLILHGDXWKRULDORUDXWKRULWDWLYHµ,¶
but to one which takes as its starting point more fluid and contradictory notions of self and 
LGHQWLW\ $VGLVFXVVHG LQ&KDSWHU LW LV LPSRUWDQW WR DFNQRZOHGJH%XWOHU¶V S
FRQFHSWRIGLVUXSWLQJDQGGLVWXUELQJµ2WKHU¶GLVFXUVLYHVHOYHVZKLFKFDQHPHUJHWKURXJKWKH
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writing of critically reflective narratives such as this thesis.  In this way, autoenthnographic 
texts can often:  
! 
>«@ UHYHDO WKH IUDFWXUHV VXWXUHV DQG VHDPV RI VHOI ,QWHUDFWLQJ ZLWK RWKHUV LQ WKH
context of researching lived experience [of both researcher and researched]. (Spry, 
2001, p.712)   
  
Ellis (2004) interrogates this commitment to overt self-reflexivity by asking:  
! 
Is the 'I' only about the eye of the researcher standing apart and looking? What about 
the 'I' of the researcher, the part that not only looks but is looked at, that only acts but 
is acted back upon by those in her focus. Is ethnography only about the other? Isn't 
ethnography also relational, about the other and the 'I' of the interaction? Might the 
researcher also be a subject? (p. xix)  
! 
Autoethnography, therefore, far from conferring an authoritative voice on the researcher, 
allows them to reflect on their place in the research narrative they are creating.  This use of 
DXWRHWKQRJUDSK\HPERGLHVZKDW)RXFDXOWUHIHUVWRDVDQRYHUWµWHFKQRORJ\RIWKHVHOI¶ 
This is:  
  
>«@DQDWWLWXGHDQHWKRVDSKLORVRSKLFDOOLIHLQZKLFKWKHFULWLTXHRIZKDWZHDUHLVDW
one and at the same a historical analysis of the limits that are imposed on us  and an 
experiment with the possibility of going beyond them.  (p.118)  
! 
Technologies of the self involve the conscious construction of a research self which the 
researcher is constantly engaged in reflexively constructing and deconstructing throughout the 
UHVHDUFK SURFHVV  *RRGDOO¶V ZRUN  IXUWKHU GHVFULEHV KRZ Dutoethnography deploys 
relational and dialogic language between the researcher, their participants and readers creating 
relationships that:  
! 
>«@SURFHHGWKURXJKFORVHSHUVRQDOLGHQWLILFDWLRQ- and recognition of difference - of 
WKHUHDGHUV¶>DQGSDUWLFLSDQWV¶@H[SHULHQFHVWKRXJKWVDQGHPRWLRQVZLWKWKRVHRIWKH
author. (Goodall, 2000, p.7)  
  
Autoethnography in this thesis"! 
! 
>«@V\QWKHVLVHVERWKDSRVWPRGHUQHWKQRJUDSK\DQGDSRVWPRGHUQDXWRELRJUDSK\ 
>ZKLFK@RSHQVXSQHZZD\VRIZULWLQJDERXWVRFLDOOLIH>«@ 
(Reed-Danahay, 1997 pp.23)  
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By embracing autoethnography, I have tried to make visible the inherent creativity of academic 
writing reflecting an idea explored throughout the thesis, namely, that any form of academic 
writing is personal, the result of myriad choices made or rejected along the way.  As Richardson 
writes:  
Like other cultural groups academics fail to recognise their practices as 
cultural/political choices, much less see how they are personally affected by those 
choices. (1992, p.126)  
! 
By contrast, writing oneself into the research through autoethnography:  
! 
>«@GLVVROYHVDQ\LGHDRI>WKHUHVHDUFKHU¶V@GLVWDQFHGRHVQ¶WSURGXFHµILQGLQJV¶LVQ¶W
generalizable, and only has credibility when self-reflexive, and authority when richly 
vulnerable. (Goodall, 2000, p.9)  
  
Such an approach, however, raises questions about identity, power and discourse in qualitative 
research.  In particular it asks whose view(s) are being allowed to emerge in the research, how 
are those views presented and by whom?  Denzin (1997) addresses these issues when he 
outlines the ways in which ethnography, particularly in its more traditional form:  
  
>«@SULYLOHJHs the researcher over the subject, method over subject matter, and 
maintains commitments to outmoded conceptions of validity, truth, and 
generalisability. (p. 20)  
  
Reed-Danahay (2001) discusses how, unlike these more conventional forms of ethnography, 
the use of a critical or radical autoethnography problematises representation and identity in 
research.  She writes"! 
! 
While disclosure of intimate details of the lives of those typically under the 
ethnographic gaze (the informants) has long been an acceptable and expected aspect of 
ethnographic research and writing,  self-disclosure among ethnographers themselves 
has been less acceptable and much less common. (p.407)  
  
$UJXLQJWKDWDQ\UHVHDUFKHU¶VH[SHULHQFHVDQGLQWHUHVWVOLHDWWKHKHDUWRIWKHUHVHDUFKSURFHVV
troubles the empirical assumptions underpinning traditional educational research discussed 
earlier in this chapter.  Indeed, Lather (2001), Eakin and Mykhalovskiy, (2005) and Ellis and 
Bochner (2000) have all championed autoethnography precisely on the grounds that it 
challenges the primacy of authorial omnipotence, objectivity and rationality so often associated 
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with academic research.  Autoethnography offers a chance to resist those conventions because 
it:  
! 
>«@GLVSOD\V PXOWLSOH OD\HUV RI FRQVFLRXVQHVV FRQQHFWLQJ WKH SHUVRQDO WR WKH
FXOWXUDO«IRFXVLQJRXWZDUGRQ VRFLDO DQGFXOWXUDO DVSHFWV RI WKHLU >WKH UHVHDUFKHU¶V@
SHUVRQDOH[SHULHQFH WKHQ>«@H[SRVLQJDYulnerable self that is moved by and may 
move through, refract, and resist cultural interpretations. (Ellis and Bochner, 2000, 
p.739)  
! 
Post-qualitative research treats empirical truisms, like objectivity and validity, as nothing more 
than attempts to depersonalise and universalise what is an inevitably a subjective research 
process.  (OOLVDQG%RFKQHU¶VFRQFHSWRIWKHµYXOQHUDEOHVHOI¶DFNQRZOHGJHVWKHLQWLPDF\
of the post-TXDOLWDWLYH UHVHDUFKHU¶V UHODWLRQVKLS WR WKHLU UHVHDUFK and their participants.  
However, there is risk attached to such an overt identification with the subjects and processes 
RIRQH¶VUHVHDUFKIRUH[DPSOHRQHPD\ORVHSHUVSHFWLYHJDLQXQFHUWDLQW\DQGVWUXJJOHZLWK
the material or data it produces. In this way, identifying personally so closely and overtly with 
RQH¶V GDWD WURXEOHV DQG GHVWDELOLVHV XQHTXDO SRZHU-relations implicit in the conventional 
DXWKRULWDWLYHDQGGLVWDQFLQJµJD]H¶RIWUDGLWLRQDOTXDOLWDWLYHUHVHDUFKHU 
! 
It is clear, therefore, that writing autoethnographically in post-qualitative research creates a 
different kind of researcher identity or academic writing self.  For example, in autoethnography, 
WKHµUHVHDUFKHUVHOI¶LVQRWVHSDUDWHIURPWKHµOLYHGVHOI¶5LFKDUGVRQS)RU*RRGDOO
this produces an interesting effect, namely that:  
  
2QHRIWKHPRVWµGLVWXUELQJ¶FKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIDXWRHWKQRJUDSK\LVWKDWLWVSURVHVW\OHRU
poetic is at odds with the clear scholarly preference for an impersonal, non-emotional, 
unrhetorically charming, idiom of repUHVHQWDWLRQ>«@S 
  
Many accounts of innovative autoethnographical projects, such as those recounted in Ellis and 
Bochner (2002) and Richardson (2002), insist that qualitative researchers need not limit 
inclusion of their personal lived experience research processes to established methods, such as 
the narritivisation of their experiences as a researcher through field notes and observations.  For 
H[DPSOH9DQ0DDQHQ¶V  µ7DOHV RI WKH )LHOG¶ XVHV FRQIHVVLRQDO DQG LPSUHVVLRQLVWLF
µWDOHV¶ZKLFK are fictionalised accounts of his intensely personal experiences working in the 
UHVHDUFKILHOG,QWKHHWKQRSRHWLFVRI5LFKDUGVRQ(OOLV¶VQRYHOLVWLFILFWLRQDOLVDWLRQRI
the ethnographic process (2004) and the ethno-drama or ethnotheatre of Mienczakowski, 
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(2001) and Saldana, (2005), one can see how postmodern researchers and their research 
participants are united through creative and imaginative forms not usually associated with 
research into education.    
! 
Experimenting with split-text formats and multi-voiced texts, postmodern researchers have 
IRXQGSRZHUIXOZD\VRIYRLFLQJWKHLUDQGWKHLUSDUWLFLSDQWV¶VXEMHFWLYLWLHV/DWKHUDQG6PLWKLHV
1997; Richardson, 2002).  These studies all place the personal, the emotional and the subjective 
at the centre of their research.  Ellis and Bochner (2000) get to the heart of the matter when 
they ask:  
 
Why must academics be conditioned to believe that a text is important only to the extent 
it moves beyond the merely personal? (p.746)  
  
Moving beyond the personal, post-qualitative researchers entwine their subjectivity together 
with the subjectivities of their participants. These multiple subjectivities are then 
simultaneously, and often precariously, woven together to coQVWUXFWDµUHVHDUFKYRLFH¶WKDWLV
polyphonic or rhizo-vocal because it contains many voices and points of view.  Ultimately this 
unique, but unstable, assemblage reveals and complicates the relationship between the research 
participants and researcher, who are completely entangled.  Autoethnography places the 
researcher as just one more voice within the research, in doing so it begins to rebalance the 
traditionally unequal relationships between qualitative researchers and their participants.  
  
6.5 Post-qualitative E thics   
  
In any research, researchers attempt to produce coherent and convincing arguments out of the 
material collected using ethical procedures. However, this section explores the idea that 
postmodern approaches, such as post-qualiWDWLYHUHVHDUFKUHTXLUHDQDOWHUQDWLYHµSRVWPRGHUQ
HWKLFDOSHUVSHFWLYH¶ %DXPDQS&ODVVLF0DU[LVW WKHRULVWV, like Callinicos (1990), 
PDLQWDLQ WKDW SRVWPRGHUQLVP¶V LQVLVWHQFH RQ WKH SOXUDOLW\ DQG SODVWLFLW\ RI H[SHULHQFH DQG
identity means it has no moral compass.  Said (1993), is equally withering about what he calls 
WKHµWLUHVRPHSOD\IXOQHVV¶RISRVWPRGHUQLVPFODLPLQJWKDWLWRSHUDWHVDVOLWWOHPRUHWKDQDQ
µLQWHOOHFWXDOH[HUFLVHLQWKHUHDOZRUOG¶SZKLFKIDLOVWRDGGUHVVµUHDO¶VRFLDO and political 
issues.  However, it is possible to claim that post-qualitative research, like other postmodern 
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approaches, has a clear political and alternative ethical agenda.  Not least because as Richardson 
(2000) writes:  
  
Postmodernism awakens us to the problematics of collecting and reporting data, and 
challenges disciplinary rules and boundaries on ethical, aesthetic, theoretical and 
empirical grounds. (p.253)  
  
For example, using autoethnography to highlight how the researcher is just another subject in 
qualitative research KHOSVGHYHORSD)RXFDXOGLDQµFULWLFDORQWRORJ\RIWKHVHOI´IURPZKLFKRQH
can attempt to resist the normalising effect of dominant discourses about self and identity in 
UHVHDUFK7ULKQ¶VZRUNH[SORUHVKRZDQDXWRHQWKQRJraphic text:  
! 
>«@DQQRXQFHVLWVRZQSROLWLFVDQGHYLGHQFHVDSROLWLFDOFRQVFLRXVQHVV,WLQWHUURJDWHV
WKHUHDOLWLHV LWUHSUHVHQWV ,W LQYRNHVWKHWHOOHU¶VVWRU\LQ WKHKLVWRU\WKDW LV WROG«S
188)  
  
Due to this complexity, St. Pierre (2000) calls for a specific and complex ethical practice that 
necessarily challenges the idea of an unchanging set of universal ethics:  
! 
If there is no absolute truth to which every instance can be compared for its truth-value, 
if truth is instead multiple and contextual, then the call for ethical practice shifts from 
grand, sweeping statements about truth and justice to engagements with specific, 
complex problems that do not have generalizable solutions. (pg.25)  
! 
SimiODUO\/DWKHUDVVHUWVWKDWWUDGLWLRQDOµVFLHQWLILF¶UHVHDUFKSUDFWLFHVFDQEHYLHZHGDV 
! 
>«@LQVFULSWLRQVRIOHJLWLPDWLRQUDWKHUWKDQSURFHGXUHVWKDWKHOSXVJHWFORVHUWR
VRPHµWUXWK¶FDSWXUDEOHWKURXJKODQJXDJHS 
! 
In the first instance, post-qualitative research, as discussed above, rejects established tropes of 
empirical research like truth and reliability, or the idea that qualitative research necessarily 
HPSRZHUVUHVHDUFKVXEMHFWVWKURXJKLWVDELOLW\WRUHYHDOQHZµNQRZOHGJH¶, or hitherto hidden 
µWUXWKV¶, about their lived reality (Foucault, 1980).  Traditional ethical principles, therefore 
cannot and should not, be applied to a postmodern, post-qualitative research paradigm, such as 
the one used in this thesis.    
  
194  
Alternatively, a postmodern ethical framework could engage researchers in a productive 
critique of traditional qualitative research ethics.  For example, asserting that the practical 
activity of observation and recording literary practices produces data that is not in any way 
µUHDO¶RUµDXWKHQWLF¶, leaves grounded, phenoPHQRORJLFDOGDWDZLWKRXWDQ\µontological status 
DSDUWIURPWKHYDULRXVDFWVZKLFKFRQVWLWXWHLWVUHDOLW\¶, as research (Butler, 1992,  p.136).  This 
issue of ontological uncertainty is precisely what trigJHUV WKH µFULVLV RI UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ¶ LQ
qualitative research, as discussed earlier in this chapter.  Therefore, acknowledging that there 
LV D µFULVLV RI UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ¶ PHDQV WKDW D ODFN RI FULWLFDOLW\ DURXQG WKH UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ RI
qualitative data can be viewed as unethical and unacceptable.   
! 
To be ethically responsible, in postmodern terms, is to also accept and acknowledge that 
qualitative research findings represent no more than an interpretation by the researcher, which 
will in turn be interpreted by other readers, who will inevitably produce their own 
interpretations of the material and so on.  Alvesson and Skoldberg (2000) refer to this ongoing 
SURFHVVLQSRVWPRGHUQUHVHDUFKDVµWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRILQWHUSUHWDWLRQ¶,WLVWKHFHQWUDOLW\\HW
instability of this constant process of interpretation, which is distinctive in postmodern 
research. Moreover, it is inherent, although not always acknowledged, in all research 
approaches (Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2000).    
  
3RVWPRGHUQLVP¶VUHODWLYLVPLVDGLVFXUVLYHSRVLWLRQZKLFKUHTXLUHVWKDWRQHQeed only accept 
there is no definitive or absolute point of view on what is ethical, just as there are only ever 
relativist points of view on any given subject or phenomenon.  Post-qualitative research ethics 
are inevitably relative as they allow that infinitely diverse ethical points of view or positions 
are available on any subject, and can at any time be hierarchised, legitimised or marginalised 
WKURXJKGLVFXUVLYHSRVLWLRQLQJ7KH\DUHWKHUHIRUHVXEMHFWWRFRQVWDQWFKDQJH/DWRXU¶V
QRWLRQRIµUHODWLRQLVP¶SRLQWVWKHUHVHDUFKHUWRZDUGVWU\LQJWRWHDVHRXWZKDWUHODWHVHDFKJLYHQ
thing to a whole range of other things in any given setting. This can be a useful corrective 
against the potential ambiguity of any vague research application of reflexivity and relativism 
as it is a methodology for:  
! 
>«@SRLQWLQJRXWZKDW LQVWUXPHQWVDQGZKDWFKDLQVVHUYHWRFUHDWHDV\PPHWULHVDQG
LQHTXDOLWLHVKLHUDUFKLHVDQGGLIIHUHQFHV>«@/DWRXUS 
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Despite this, relativism has led to charges that postmodern researchers are unable to sustain a 
coherent or consistent political position, or that they create an ontological position where the 
meaning of everything can be endlessly contested.  However, it does not follow that simply 
because one refutes the concept of absolute or universal truths, that one has to agree that all 
points of view are equally or relatively ethical.  Conversely, attempts to impose a universal 
ethical framework on research can be viewed as illusory and ultimately oppressive.  Bauman 
(1993, 1995) critiques common ethical mores and practices predominant in Western culture 
since the Enlightenment and explores how they influence every area of everyday life.  He 
DVVHUWV WKDW µEHFRPLQJ PRUDO¶ LQ DQ (QOLJKWHQPHQW VHQVH LV PRUH WR GR ZLWK µOearning, 
memorising and following the UXOHV¶(pg. 14) instituted by dominant social discourses, rather 
than following any innate or universal human, moral imperative.   For Bauman, modern social 
HWKLFVHPERG\DIRUPRIµPRUDOSDURFKLDOLVPXQGHUWKHPDVNRISURPRWLQJXQLYHUVDOHWKLFV¶
(1993, p.14), that is, they are always the product of a certain time and place.  Consequently, his 
alternative ethical stance insists that context is all important to ethical questions (1993, 1995).  
This means that research may be ethical or not depending on its context, and because contexts 
are always changing ethical guidelines may need to change!"" 
" 
In post-qualitative research, ethics devolve around a recognition that research has always been 
a part of the world that it describes, maintaining that the processes of research are an expression 
of the operations of power within that world.  For Foucault (1980), a serious ethical dilemma 
for researchers was less to do with their responsibility, or even their ability to represent 
µDXWKHQWLF¶ RU µDFFXUDWH¶ ILQGLQJV LQ WKHLU UHVHDUFK 5DWKHU KH EHOLHYHG WKDW HWKLFDO
UHVSRQVLELOLW\OD\LQVRFLDOVFLHQFHUHVHDUFKHUV¶FRPPLWPHQWWRWKHLGHDWKDWWKH\FDQQRWRSHUDWH
outside the arena of politics and power. Moreover, that they have a responsibility to question:    
" 
>«@WKHFHQWUDOLVLQJSRZHUVOLQNHGWRWKHLQVWLWXWLRQDQGIXQFWLRQLQJRIDQRUJDQLVHG
scientific [or in this case educational research] discourse.  (Foucault, 1980, p.84)   
  
This means that following established ethical codes of conduct around consent and disclosure 
do not by itself release researchers from the responsibilities generated by the ethical issues 
concerning power.  Yet it is often assumed that neutrality, or an absence of power relations, is 
DFKLHYHGWKURXJKHWKLFDOSURFHGXUHV)RUH[DPSOHµLQIRUPHGFRQVHQW¶UHIOHFWVWKHFRPPRQ
exhortation to researchers to give their participants a full disclosure of their research aims.  
Thus consent to take part in the research often implies an ideal ethical relationship between 
196  
UHVHDUFKSDUWLFLSDQWVDQGWKHUHVHDUFKHUZKLFKLVDYRZHGO\µRSHQ¶DQGFRQVHQVXDO,WFDQEH
argued, however, that informed consent actually sidesteps questions about the power relations 
inherent in any research design between researcher and researched.  This is because it suggests 
that power imbalances will automatically be dissolved when the researcher and researched 
DSSHDUWRKDYHµDJUHHG¶WRZRUNWRJHWKHU 
! 
In qualitative research there has been an increasing tendency (discussed in Chapter 3) for ethical 
UHVSRQVLELOLWLHVWRFHQWUHRQWKHUHVHDUFKHUXVLQJVWDQGSRLQW WKHRULHVWRµOLEHUDWH¶UDWKHUWKDQ
µEHWUD\¶WKHLUSDUWLFLSDQWV+RZHYHULQVXFKµHPDQFLSDWRU\¶PRGHOV, contested epistemologies 
and their possible influence upon individuals or social practices are rarely taken into 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ7KLVLVEHFDXVHWKHµWUXWK¶RIPDUJLQDOLVHGVWDQGSRLQWVLVRIWHQJLYHQDNLQGRI
transcendental power by the researcher that serves to authenticate all that it purportedly reveals.  
Foucault (1984) argues, however, that postmodern ethical research should not profess to 
HPDQFLSDWH LWVSDUWLFLSDQWVDQ\PRUH WKDQ LWFDQFODLPWRFUHDWHQHZNQRZOHGJHRUµWUXWKV¶
about them.  Rather, the emancipatory potential of any research lay, he claims, in its ability to 
open up the research field by asking questions that may delimit, or redefine, ontological and 
epistemological! boundaries"! ! Post-qualitative research does not, for these reasons, claim to 
liberate oppressed social groups and individuals, as MacLure (2006) writes:  
  
>«@ ZKDW SHRSOH ZDQW LV XQGLOXWHG XQPHGLDWHG DFFHVV WR HYLGHQFH RU WUXWK RU
knowledge, or the authentic voice of subjects. What research fails to do, over and over 
again, is to achieve that alchemy of transmuting the base material of language into pure 
± i.e. text- and context-free - knowledge, evidence or action (p. 2).  
  
In post-qualitative research academic writing cannot be context free or pure, what it can do is 
draw attention to its own discursive origins in order to challenge and innovate.  Moreover, post-
qualitative ethical practices aim to emancipate the researcher from the dominant forms of 
discursive power that regulate and limit the epistemological fields in which they, their 
participants and their research are situated.  Indeed, one can argue that because post-qualitative 
educational research embraces ontological uncertainty, multiple identities and competing 
discourses, it is actually more ethical than those studies making empirical or µSVHXGR-VFLHQWLILF¶
claims for their subjective interpretations of qualitative data.  This post-qualitative alternative 
HWKLFDODSSURDFKLVQRZDSSOLHGLQWKHQH[WFKDSWHUWRWKHUHVHDUFKSDUWLFLSDQWV¶UHVSRQVHV 
!
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This section has explored how postmodern, post-qualitative approaches create a complex, and 
complicating, µWKHRU\QH[XV¶, ZKLFKFRQWUDVWVZLWKWKHµFULWLFDOLOOLWHUDF\¶0DF/XUHRI
those qualitative researchers, particularly in educational research, who just accept established 
qualitative PHWKRGRORJLHVDQGSURFHGXUHV 7KLV µWKHRU\QH[XV¶ VHHNV WRFULWLTXHTXDOLWDWLYH
educational research methodologies in order to open them up and make visible their often  
µWDNHQ-for-JUDQWHGQHVV¶E\SUREOHPDWLVLQJRUFDOOLQJLWLQWRTXHVWLRQ7KHGLIIHUHQWapproaches 
and principles outlined in this methodological chapter work together to explore different 
aspects of that established practice. ! 
! 
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Epilogue  
  
It has been my intention to be deliberately conscious and reflexive about my emotional, 
subjective and personal choice of research methodology in this thesis. This choice 
reflects how I feel that:   
 
>«@WKHUHLVQRGLYLVLRQLQSUDFWLFHEHWZHHQZRUNDQGOLIH>«@DSUDFWLFHOLNH
academic writing) involves the whole person, continually drawing on past 
experience as it is projected into the future. (Ingold, 2001, p.240)  
! 
I cannot, nor do I wish, to avoid being entangled in my research.  After all I am 
emotionally and personally involved in the practices and people who are discussed in 
the next chapter.  As a lecturer working in the same research domain, I share many of 
the academic writing and writing development practices and experiences of my research 
participants and throughout the thesis I am simultaneously present, positioned and 
constructed as an employee, colleague, academic, educator, students, researcher and 
research participant.  ! 
! 
Kincheloe (2005) argues that in his alternative qualitative research model the 
SRVWPRGHUQUHVHDUFKHUEHFRPHVDµEULFROHXU¶ZKRDYRLGV 
! 
>«@PRGHVRIUHDVRQLQJWKDWFRPHIURPFHUWLILHGSURFHVVHVRIORJLFDODQDO\VLV
bricoleurs also steer clear of pre-existing guidelines and checklists developed 
outside the specific demands of the inquiry at hand. In its embrace of complexity, 
the bricolage constructs a far more active role for humans both in shaping 
reality and in creating the research processes and narratives that represent it 
(p.325).   
  
Bricoleur is a term that which roughly translated meaQVWRµILGGOHZLWK¶RUµWLQNHU¶ or 
P\IDYRXULWHWRµPHVVDERXWZLWK¶,QWKHWKHDWUHDUWVDQGPXVLFEULFRODJHGHQRWHVWKH
construction or creation of a work put together, like a collage, from a diverse range of 
µIRXQGREMHFWV¶RUZKDWHYHUPDWHULDOVDUHDWKDQGUHJDUGOHVVRIWKHLURULJLQDOSXUSRVH
Both terms have been usefully applied to post-qualitative research processes and reflect 
what I am trying to achieve in Chapter 7 as I pick my way through participant responses 
to the elicitation. In short, I am a self-proclaimed bricoleur.    
!""# 
  
Chapter 7: Reconceptualising the Data: Onto-epistemological Accounts of Academic 
W riting Practices in a Bounded Research Domain.  
Prologue  
 
(An homage to Laurel Richardson) 
I have amassed/ 
assembled/collected/taken
/ wrested/wrenched/ 
marshalled/mobilised/collated 
material 
 
* 
It 
Told stories 
O ffered up opinions 
Shared experiences 
               Gave examples 
Cracked jokes  
Vented anger  
Revealed fears  
Made suggestions 
 
* 
Many voices  
Spoke to me 
I listened 
I reflected 
I reacted 
I pondered 
 
What should I with them? 
What did they 
could they 
should they 
signify? 
 
Something? 
Anything ? 
 
* 
         
 
 
 
 
!""# 
  
 
 
           I spent a lot of time with this stuff 
I played with it 
Tried to organise it 
Fell out with it 
Dreamt about it 
Thought I discerned patterns 
Discontinuities 
   dissonance 
congruity 
 
* 
Within, between and across besides 
and beyond 
what I was expecting  to 
find 
and what I did not expect 
 
* 
 
We have been busy 
discovering/uncovering/recovering 
 
* 
I/it have been 
Reorganised/disorganised 
Made/remade/made-up 
interpreted/represented/ re-represented 
* 
Now we are 
Transmuted/transformed/transfigured 
Relocated/dislocated/percolated 
 
And I wonder  
have I found 
findings? 
 
Or have they 
founded me? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
!"#$ 
  
7.1 Introduction: Ontological and Epistemological Matters  
  
This chapter explores accounts of academic writing practices in the research setting, (their 
ontologies), and asks what those accounts might suggest about the dominant discourses, (or 
epistemologies), informing academic writing practices in that setting.  This means that, unlike 
the earlier studies discussed in Chapter 2, I do not presume that I am describing and/or 
interpreting stable subjects, objects or practices when I examine the statements I have chosen 
arising from the elicitation. Nor am I claiming to definitively understand or explain those 
VWDWHPHQWVDVRXWOLQHGLQ6HFWLRQµ7KHSRZHURIWKHVWDWHPHQW¶S0RUHSUHFLVHO\
the statements elicited for the research are treated DVDµGLVSRVLWLI¶, which explores the extent to 
ZKLFKDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVH[LVWDVµWKHFRXSOLQJRIDVHWRISUDFWLFHV>ZLWKLQ@DUHJLPH
RIWUXWK¶)RXFDXOWDS 
  
I have summarised the pressure to conform to a regime of truth with regard to academic writing 
in Figure 26 below.    
 
  
Figure 26 illustrates how the regime works at the simplest level.  It shows how the kinds of 
academic writing people read when they are studying in a particular disciplinary field, as under 
and postgraduates, often informs, even if it is in oppositionary terms, the types/forms of 
academic writing that they seek to produce when they are seeking to get published as 
professional academic writers.  In this way, academic writing practices can be regarded as one 
  
Figure 2 6 :  Reading  and writing in disciplinary fields.   
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of the principle ways that disciplinary fields are maintained as a self-affirming, self-regulating 
and ultimately conservative force within the Academy.  This occurs despite the fact that 
legitimated academic writing practices are most often presented as the supreme conduit for 
individualised intellectual understanding and expression.  
  
7KLVFKDSWHULVVSHFLILFDOO\FRQFHUQHGZLWKKRZWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶DQGP\RZQSHUFHSWLRQVRI
DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ SUDFWLFHV UHIOHFW DQGRU UHVLVW µUHJLPHV RI WUXWK¶ ZKLFK inform academic 
writing practices and which were carried out as part of the everyday business of lecturers in the 
research setting.  The data is not just constructed by me, the researcher; it simultaneously 
FRQVWUXFWVPHDVµWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶DQRWKHUSDUWLcipant in the thesis engaged in academic writing 
practices.  In addition, this chapter treats disciplinary fields as semi-permeable and rhizomic 
which are:  
  
>«@SOXJJHGLQWRDQLPPHQVHRXWVLGHWKDWLVDPXOWLSOLFLW\LQDQ\FDVH'HOHX]HDQG
Guattari, 1987, p.24)     
  
:KLOVWWKHIROORZLQJREVHUYDWLRQVDQGGLVFXVVLRQRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶VWDWHPHQWVDERXWDFDGHPLF
writing practices are contextualised by the theoretical nexus outlined in Chapter 3, they remain 
contestable and provisional for the reasons discussed in Chapter 6.  Accordingly, I strive for 
ZKDW0DF/XUHKDVFDOOHGDµEDURTXH¶VW\OHWKDWLV 
  
>«@DQDQDO\WLFVRIHQWDQJOHPHQWDQGGLVSODFHPHQW>ZKLch] resists building hierarchies, 
frameworks and abstractions, and tries instead to stay with the resistance and ambiguity 
of reading and interpretation. (pg.9)  
  
Breaking out of conventional practices, via unpredictable lines of flight, can be initiated by a 
µVWDPPHU¶RUµVWXWWHU¶DFRQFHSWWDNHQIURP'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDULDQG'HOHX]H
At the level of language, the stutter/stammer highlights particularly affective or powerful 
language within a text so that it stands out from its wider context (MacLure, 2006).  In addition, 
many of the statements chosen for discussion in this chapter suggest alternative points of entry 
into different ways of thinking and speaking about academic writing practices.  This is because 
the stutter/stammer breaks inWRWKHVHDPOHVVKHJHPRQ\RIµRUGHUZRUGV¶'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL
(1987) describe how order words legitimate dominant discourses and help to maintain them 
because they define and organise ontological and epistemological frameworks.  
!"#$ 
  
Stuttering/stammering, within those frameworks, causes order words to stop making sense 
momentarily, or at least to begin to make different kinds of sense.  In this study, the stammer 
or stutter represents a break or challenge to dominant discourses about academic writing, which 
express themselves primarily through disciplinary fields and reified practices.  This process of 
UHLILFDWLRQDQGWKHUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKLWVRSSRVLWHGLYHUJHQWµOLQHVRIIOLJKW¶DUHUHSUHVHQWHGLQ
Figure 27 (pg.196) which illustrates how dominant discourses embed/inscribe themselves 
WKURXJKZULWHUV¶FRQVWDQWUHLILFDWLRQRIGRPLQDQWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV 
  
The   Deleuzean conception of striation creates homogeneity, sameness and repetition across 
dominant discursive spaces (disciplinary fields) and their related phenomena (associated 
academic writing practices).  These become identified with each other to create a bounded, yet 
semi-permeable entity, which individuals in the Academy move into and out of in ways 
described by participants in this study.  Their statements often supported the idea that dominant 
GLVFRXUVHV HPERGLHGE\GLVFLSOLQDU\ ILHOGV H[SHGLWH µHIIHFWLYH¶ DFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV
within that field, but only within recognised boundaries. That is to say, academic writing 
practices and the effects that they facilitate,  are completely contingent on their context, in that 
they are self-referential and mutually reinforcing. This is very far removed from the claim that 
effective academic writing practices are, at any level, self-evident and universally transferable.     
!"#$ 
  
  
'HOHX]HDQµOLQHVRIIOLJKW¶ 
$ 
$$ $ 
 
  
The space beyond the boxes is 
smooth space. A place where new 
hybrid forms can develop out of 
lines of flight 
  
Figure 27: Deleuzean lines of flight    
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/DVWO\,KDYHWULHGWKURXJKWKHGLVFXVVLRQRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶VWDWHPHQWVWRSURGXFHDIRUPRI
'HUULGLDQ µGRXEOH-ZULWLQJ¶ 1HHO  7KLV DSSURDFKH[SORUHV WKHPXOWLSOH DQGXQVWDEOH
PHDQLQJVUHVLGLQJLQWKHODQJXDJHOHFWXUHUSDUWLFLSDQWV¶XVHWRGHVFribe their perceptions of 
academic writing practices. The use of statements, in this way, is an attempt to capture the 
LQWULQVLFDOO\ PHVV\ DQG RYHUZKHOPLQJ QDWXUH RI OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV DQG H[SHULHQFHV RI
academic writing practices.  I do this in order to keep my discussion generative, rather than 
descriptive and/or prescriptive, and because I wanted to resist falling back into more traditional 
ways of representing definitive interpretations of the material collected for this thesis.  
Consequently, my discussion about the statements reinscripts myself, and my participants, into 
new and hopefully productive relationships and entanglements about the academic writing 
practices we all participate in.    
  
Out of my many re-readings of the data I have picked out for discussion those statements, or 
GLVFXUVLYHHQXQFLDWLRQVWKDWHPHUJHGDVµKRWVSRWV¶0DFOXUHZKLFK 
  
>«@ SRLQW WR WKH H[LVWHQFH RI HPERGLHG FRQQHFWLRQV ZLWK RWKHU SHRSOH WKLQJV DQG
thoughts that are far more complex than the static connections of coding. (p. 171)   
  
0RUH SUHFLVHO\ WKHVH VWDWHPHQWV DUH SRLQWV LQ WKH GDWD WKDW µJORZ¶ 0DFOXUH ZLWK D
particular resonance as they connect to my own complicating reconceptualisations and 
entanglements with academic writing practices in higher education.  
  
This process of researching the use of academic writing practices in higher education by 
lecturers involves discussing, not only what the research subjects think they know and 
recognise about these everyday professional practices, but also what Bourdieu (1984) called 
WKHLUPLVUHFRJQLWLRQRUµPHFRQQDLVDQFH¶RIWKHP$V0DKDU+DUNHUDQG:LONHVQRWH 
  
Misrecognition/ meconnaisance [alludes to] the process by which practices are made  
µLQYLVLEOH¶ WKURXJK D GLVSODFHPHQW RI XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQG WKHLU UHFRQVWUXDO DV SDUW
RI«WKHKDELWXVWKDWµJRHVZLWKRXWVD\LQJ¶S 
  
%RXUGLHX  VXJJHVWHG WKDWPLVUHFRJQLWLRQPHFRQQDLVDQFH D GLVWULEXWHG IRUP RI µIDOVH
FRQVFLRXVQHVV¶ZDVUHVSRQVLEOH for people failing to see social practices as constructed (and 
therefore open to deconstruction), because they had become taken-for-granted, or given, in their 
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everyday lives.  In this research, misrecognition/meconnaisance is important as it may account 
for why lecturers often fail to critique or challenge established academic writing practices in 
WKHLURZQRUWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJ 
  
0\VXEVHTXHQWµUHVHDUFKLILFDWLRQ¶RIWKHVHµUHVHDUFK-EDVHGDFFRXQWVRISUDFWLFH¶&OHJJ
in this chapter, rests, therefore, on an overt interrogation and problematisation of:  
  
>«@WKHFRQGLWLRQVXQGHUZKLFKFHUWDLQVWDWHPHQWVDUHFRQVLGHUHGWREHWKHWUXWK%DOO
2013, p.19)  
  
7KHVHµFRQGLWLRQV¶DUHWUHDWHGDVWKHSURGXFWRIGRPLQDQWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV informing 
the various disciplinary fields and discourse communities which lecturers in higher education  
are a part of.  There is no intention to produce a naturalised, overarching research narrative that 
explains what the statements add up to as a whole.  Consequently, no truths are uncovered, 
VXEMHFWVDUHQRWOLEHUDWHGDQGDFFRXQWVRISUDFWLFHDUHQRWXVHGWRPRGHOLGHDOQRWLRQVRIµJRRG
SUDFWLFH¶ QRU DUH SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RIIHUHG DV W\SLFDO  7KHUH LV QR IRUPXODWLRQ RI
hierarchical categories or binary opposites within the field of practice and the voice of the 
researcher is not privileged.  Lastly, the statements used are acknowledged as unstable and 
possibly unreliable observations about the matter in hand, namely academic writing practices.    
  
The following discussion does, however, attempt to use the problematised reconceptualisations 
of academic writing, outlined in Chapter 3, to embrace the multiplicity and complexity of 
academic writing practices in the research setting and explore the ways in which they are 
LQIRUPHGE\DZLGHUUKL]RPLFµDFDGHPLFZULWLQJKDELWXVRIKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ¶DQLGHDDOUHDG\
discussed in Chapter 6). As such they represent:  
  
A collective assemblage of enunciation [within which] all individuated enunciation 
UHPDLQVWUDSSHGZLWKLQ>«@GRPLQDQWVLJQLILFDWLRQV>«@'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDULS 
  
 ,WDOVRWDNHVLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQKRZSDUWLFLSDQWV¶VWDWHPHQWVRIWHQSRLQWWRZDUGVKHJHPRQLF
unconscious structures of thought which reflect dominant discourses around academic writing 
SUDFWLFHVLQVWHDGRIWU\LQJWRHVWDEOLVKLIWKHUHLVDQ\µUHDO¶PHDQLQJRUµWUXWK¶WRWKHLULQGLYLGXDO
utterances.    
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7.2 The Formation of a H igher Education W riting Habitus   
  
As lecturers, like anyone else, pass through different stages of education, they move ever nearer 
WRZDUGV5XWK¶VQRWLRQRI³HGXFDWHGQHVV´GLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHU$VWKH\GRVRWKH\
GHYHORS D µKLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ ZULWLQJ KDELWXV¶ GLVFXVVHG LQ &KDSWHU  ZKLFK VKDSHV DQG
informs their approach to and familiarity with dominant academic writing practices.  This 
chapter traces the formation of such a habitus through the statements participants made in the 
elicitation about their experiences as undergraduate, post-graduate and post-doctoral academic 
writers engaged in published writing activities.  This, it is argued, is a process that gradually 
leads them towards the development of professional disciplinary-based, academic writing 
identities within the Academy.    
  
7.3 Undergraduate W riting Experiences: F inding the F ield  
  
Transitioning to academic writing in higher education is fraught with difficulties and is often 
clearly marked by the realisation that one has entered into new educational territory.  
  
At UG level it seemed that I had entered a world that was disconnected from me. 
(Susan).  
  
A sense of dislocation, especially from previous educational writing experiences, reflects the 
discussion in Chapter 5 about the development of higher education identities.  The tension 
experienced around changing identities is supported by other research into transitions in higher 
education, such as YoUNHDQG/RQJWRQ¶VUHSRUW$LQWRµF irst Year Experience of Higher Education 
in the UK¶ <RUNH DQG /RQJWRQPDGH WKH SRLQW WKDW WUDQVLWLRQ LV RIWHQ H[SHULHQFHG
sharply around the shift that individuals have to make towards new, specifically undergraduate, 
academic writing practices.     
I found academic writing (at UG) quite hard to get the hang of at first. (Lucy).   
Hard to say how but I did struggle with transition for the first year of UG and got low 
JUDGHVDVDUHVXOW>«@(John).   
  
One can argue that this sense of transition is a manifestation of the ways dominant academic 
ZULWLQJGLVFRXUVHVWHQGWRGHILQHµJRRG¶ZULWLQJWKURXJh the universally acknowledged, though 
tacitly experienced, standards and rules defined by autonomous models of writing development 
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discussed in Chapters 3 and 4.   Statements made by the participants often referred to how, as 
undergraduates, they had needed to work out, or infer, often with difficulty, what was expected 
of them as academic writers.  
  
[The] biggest difference at university was having to conform to a set of conventions and 
SUDFWLFHVWKDWZHUHQRWDOZD\VPDGHH[SOLFLW7KHUHZHUHH[SHFWDWLRQVRIZKDWDµJRRG¶
piece of academic writing is, though this is not necessarily something that you are made 
aware of or prepared for when first entering the academic world. (Tim)    
  
I had a total uncertainty about how to write at undergraduate level >«@I can remember 
the first assignment I wrote as an undergraduate and it was terrible. I really had no 
idea how to write and totally no confidence in what I was writing. (Valerie)  
  
I remember when I started my degree being extremely worried about writing an 
DVVLJQPHQWDVWKLVZDVVRPHWKLQJWKDW,IHOW,KDGQ¶WH[SHULHQFHGEHIRUH(Lona)  
  
Situated in a subaltern position, Tim, Valerie and Lona recall the sense that there were dominant 
conventions and expectations around academic writing in their discipline that they were subject 
to, even though they did not know what they were.  
  
Statements, like those above, reflect the adapted Cummins (2009) framework of expertise and  
3RODQ\L¶VQRWLRQRIµWDFLWVSDFHV¶RXWOLQHGLQ)LJXUH (pg. 145) which illustrates the 
inadequacies of the acculturation model of academic writing development.  Such emotional 
statements reflect the often keen sense of disempowerment experienced by undergraduate 
writers; µLWZDVWHUULEOH¶SDUWLFLSDQWVVWDWHWKH\ZHUHµDQ[LRXV¶, µZRUULHG¶DQGµHPEDUUDVVHG¶¶
in short, they often felt strongly that their existing academic writing practices were inadequate 
for higher education purposes.    
  
I felt quite embarrassed when meeting tutors on a one to one basis and giving people 
my work to read as I was very unsure of what tense and level of writing was expected.  
(Gail)  
  
As discussed in Chapter 3 undergraduates also often experience academic writing practices as 
tantalisingly vague, yet they feel they are clearly important to get right.    
  
>«@\RXKDGWRPDNH>\RXUZULWLQJ@ORRNOLNHDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ«EXWLWKDGWRDSSHDr 
natural not forced. It had to flow off the page as if it could not have been written in any 
other way.  (Martha)  
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,WLVLQWHUHVWLQJWKDW0DUWKDIHOWKHUDFDGHPLFZULWLQJVKRXOGDSSHDUµnatural not forced¶6KH
is echoing here the idea underpinning acculturation models of writing development that expect 
VWXGHQWVWRXQSUREOHPDWLFDOO\DQGLQHYLWDEO\DVVXPHDµnatural¶UDWKHUWKDQDFTXLUHGsense of 
what dominant academic writing practices demand.    
  
>«@WKLQNLQJEDFNWRZKHQ,VWDUWHGDVDQXQGHUJUDGXDte, I definitely had to read to 
WXQHLQWRWKHZULWLQJVW\OHH[SHFWHGEHFDXVH,KDGQ¶WEHHQUHDGLQJRUZULWLQJDWWKDW
level before. (Marie)   
Marie is aware that there are forms of legitimate academic writing practices which exist in the 
µLPPHQVHRXWVLGH¶ ZKLFKVWXGHQWVDQGOHFWXUHUVFDQµSOXJLQWR¶, in a Deleuzean sense (1987, 
p. 24).   In this way, one can argue, disciplinary fields are often experienced, or perceived, as 
bounded spaces within which lecturers (and students) carry out their everyday academic writing 
practices.    
0DULH¶V FRPPHQWV DERXWKHUQHHG WR µWXQH LQ¶ to an expected academic writing style as an 
XQGHUJUDGXDWHUHIOHFW%RXUGLHX¶VGHVFULSWLRQRIDFTXLULQJXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIDILHOGZKLFKKH
said was like acquiring:   
  
>«@ D IHHO IRU WKH JDPH RU WKH SUDFWLFDO PDVWHU\ RI WKH ORJLF RU RI WKH LPPLQHQW
necessity of a game ± a mastery acquired by experience of the game, and one which 
ZRUNVRXWVLGHFRQVFLRXVFRQWURODQGGLVFRXUVH>«@S 
  
0DULH¶VFRPPHQWLQIHUVWKDWVKHKDGWRµJHWDIHHOIRUWKHJDPH¶before she could feel confident 
DERXWKHUDELOLW\WRSURGXFHWKHµULJKW¶NLQGRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVIRUKHUGLVFLSOLQHLQ
higher education.    
  
Other statements by participants acknowledged that the relationship between the evidencing of 
disciplinary learning, through the production of written assignments, was more closely related 
to the reproduction of legitimated or approved writing practices than in any of their previous 
education settings.   
  
Writing as an undergraduate required me to think more about how I packaged the 
[subject] content. (Marie)  
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Writing at degree level was an intensification of writing at A level for me.  The 
difference was, my degree required that I write as though I had an opinion and that the 
analysis I was including was my own.  At A level it was largely regurgitation. Degree 
writing was more about thinking. (Darren)   
  
I think that my writing prior to university was not as focused on how I presented the 
subject content as it is now. (Gill)  
  
These comments reflect the idea that as undergraduate writers, students need to be aware of the 
greater emphasis on the form of disciplinary-based academic writing practices, not just the 
content of disciplinary-EDVHG NQRZOHGJH 'DUUHQ¶V comment, that writing at undergraduate 
OHYHOUHTXLUHGµthat I write as though I had DQRSLQLRQ¶HFKRHV0DUWKD¶VDFNQRZOHGJPHQWWKDW
often the form, or style, of undergraduate writing is as much about giving an impression of 
µDFDGHPLF¶ FUHGHQWLDOV UDWKHU than actually having any,  µit had to µlook like academic 
ZULWLQJ¶  Thus, the undergraduate writing selves, or identities, that participants were reflecting 
RQLQWKHHOLFLWDWLRQDSSHDUHGWRUHTXLUHDPRUHRYHUWSURFHVVRIµVHOI-SUHVHQWDWLRQ¶WKURXJKWhe 
ZULWWHQWH[WVWKDWSDUWLFLSDQWV¶DVXQGHUJUDGXDWHVZHUHUHTXLUHGWRSURGXFHWKDQKDGEHHQWKH
case in previous educational settings.    
  
The act of conscious self-presentation, as an undergraduate academic writer, can also be 
construed as an expectatLRQWRSURGXFHPRUHµZULWHUO\WH[WV¶LQWKH%DUWKHVLDQVHQVH
6XFK µZULWHUO\¶ WH[WV DUH FKDUDFWHULVHG WKURXJK WKHLU WHQGHQF\ WR ZHDU RYHUWO\ VW\OLVWLF
LQIOXHQFHVDVDIRUPDOVLJQLILHURIOHDUQHGQHVVRUµHGXFDWHGQHVV¶5XWK 
  
My discipline encouraged a kind of showy use of language and knowledge that I still 
wrestle to escape from. (Darren)   
  
I find it interesting that I remember the feedback I received on my early work [in 
university] so acutely.  At the time I had no idea what they meaQW E\ µLW ZDV WRR
MRXUQDOLVWLF¶EXW,OHDUQWVRRQHQRXJK.  (Miriam)  
  
I was lucky that I had good tutor feedback on my writing as a first year student and he 
told me how rubbish it was. I was then given strategies to support my writing which I 
quickly learnt from. (Valerie)  
  
As an undergraduate I experienced learning how to do academic writing as a very 
V\VWHPDWLFIRUPXOD«RYHUWLPHLWEHFDPHFOHDUZKDW\RXVKRXOGDQGVKRXOGQ¶WGR%RE 
  
At university academic writing seemed more about having to prove something by 
ZULWLQJLQSDUWLFXODUZD\V«(Marie)   
!""# 
  
  
This subject of successfully writing in a suitably academic way is often defined, not only by 
WKHQHHGWRµprove something¶LQHSLVWHPRORJLFDO (or subject-specific terms), but by the ability 
WRH[SUHVVRUOHJLWLPDWHWKDWµSURRI¶YLDDYHU\SDUWLFXODUVHWRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVZKLFK
are discussed in more detail in the section 7µ$FDGHPLF:ULWLQJDVD3URIHVVLRQDO3UDFWLFH¶
(p. 226).  
  
As an undergraduate student I put a lot of pressure on myself to do well and write in an 
DFDGHPLFPDQQHU 7KLVZDVFKDOOHQJLQJDW WLPHVDQG«,FRXOGVHHWKDWP\OHYHORI
writing was not up to the standard of degree level.  (Gail)   
  
*DLO¶VFRPPHQWVXJJHVWVWKDWLWLVQRWMXVWWKDW subject-specific learning acquired by students 
gets legitimated through written summative assignments; it is also that the successful 
reproduction of dominant academic writing practices confirms a legitimate student academic 
writing identity.  
  
7.3.1 Speaking the field  
  
Finding a personal voice, what lecturers in their feedback often reIHUWRDVµWKHVWXGHQW¶VYRLFH¶, 
is another aspect of academic writing that students are often called upon to produce.  This 
YDORULVDWLRQRIWKHDFDGHPLFZULWHUZLWKDµSHUVRQDOYRLFH¶LVDPDQLIHVWDWLRQRIZKDW)RXFDXOW
described as:  
  
[...] the privileged moment of individualization in the history of ideas, knowledge, 
OLWHUDWXUHSKLORVRSK\DQGWKHVFLHQFHV¶ES 
  
One can argue, however, that academic writing is, more often than not, especially at 
XQGHUJUDGXDWH OHYHO DERXW VWXGHQWVZRUNLQJRXW KRZ WR FUHDWHRUSDFNDJH µD¶YRLFH WKDW LV
µDFFHSWDEOH¶7KLVLVQRWWKHVDPHDVFUHDWLQJDSHUVRQDORULQGLYLGXDOYoice. Rather, it suggests 
a voice that reflects or embodies the style of dominant academic writing practices found in a 
VXEMHFW¶V wider Bourdieusian disciplinary fields, which are  populated by legitimated texts and 
characterised by dominant readings of those texts.   
  
At school and sixth form, the need to support claims via evidence from the published 
world was not emphasised. As I recall pre-undergraduate was more about writing an 
essay perhaps ± telling you what I knew ± whereas later with my undergraduate 
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ZULWLQJ>«@WKHVW\OHRIWKHZULWLQJZDV very much informed by my reading around the 
subject, by showing through my writing what I had found out about what other people 
knew or thought. (Helen)   
  
Helen outlines the origins of an aspect of academic writing development that the participant 
ZandeUFDOOHGµventriloquism¶VRPHWKLQJKHGHVFULEHVDVGHYHORSLQJWKHµability to write like 
VRPHERG\HOVH¶This emphasis, on writing in the same way as other more established writers 
LQRQH¶VGLVFLSOLnary field, again reflects the importance RIµILHOG¶,t a concept which functions, 
at least on a superficial level, as a bounded collective writing space that contextualise and 
mediate the construction of legitimated student and professional academic writing identities 
within particular  academic disciplines.  The issues and tensions involved in adopting, these, 
ZKDW,KDYHWHUPHGµILHOG-FRQJUXHQWZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV¶DUHGLVFXVVHG further below.   
  
Despite difficulties inherent in any educational transition, transitioning to higher education 
could be very positive, especially in terms of consciously developing as academic writers.  
  
,UHDOO\GLGQ¶WHQMR\ZULWLQJEHIRUHXQLYHUVLW\,RIWHQZRQGHUZKHWKHUWKLVZDVEHFDXVH
,GLGQ¶WILQGDQDUHDWKDW,ZDVWUXO\SDVVLRQDWHWRZULWHDERXWXQWLO,VWDUWHGP\GHJUHH
Prior to university I wrote only when I needed to and to be honest as litt le as possible, 
really not developing my own distinctive writing style until I got there. (Lona)  
  
It was not until I came to university to do my degree that I found enjoyment in expressing 
my thoughts in writing. (Laura)  
  
After three years and achieving a first class honours degree I felt much more capable 
and confident.  Writing at university was a process which I feel I developed by myself.  
(Gail)  
  
In these positive statement, one can see how an ability to produce what participants perceived 
as successful academic writing, was often experienced in passionate, pleasurable terms  which 
were tightly bound to notions of self and identity.  Laura and Lona infer that university alone,  
unlike the previous educational settings that they have  inhabited,  provided an opportunity to 
develop very personal writing and thinking styles as they refer to µP\ WKRXJKWV¶ µmy own 
GLVWLQFWLYH ZULWLQJ VW\OH¶ µwriting at university was a process which I feel I developed by 
P\VHOI¶This sense of self-sufficiency, confidence and individual achievement, which has been 
conferred, or is assumed through a perceived autonomous mastery of higher education 
academic writing practices re-appears, is discussed at length later in section 7µ$FDGHPLF
Writing as a ProfessionaO3UDFWLFH¶S6XIILFHWRVD\DWWKLVSRLQWWKDWWKHVHH[SUHVVLRQV
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RI DXWRQRP\ DQG LQGLYLGXDOLW\ RIWHQ H[SUHVVHG LQ WHUPV RI µILQGLQJ RQH¶V YRLFH¶ FDQ EH
deconstructed as a paradoxical manifestation of subjectification.  In this alternative reading the 
SHUFHLYHGDXWRQRP\H[SHULHQFHGE\LQGLYLGXDOVZKRKDYHµJRWWKHKDQJRI¶ or been able to 
µWXQHLQWR¶ WKHµULJKW¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVFDQEHUH-presented as an illusion.  It is a 
product, one could say, of the disciplinary power exerted by dominant academic writing 
practices in the Academy that serve to give only an impression of autonomy and individuality.  
The power of such a disciplinary-based, field-congUXHQWµYRLFH¶UHVWVLWFDQEHDUJXHG, not on 
its singular uniqueness, but in its origins, which are collective and distributed.   
  
7.3.2 Reading the field  
  
As undergraduates progress through their degree programme they hopefully gain some 
familiarity with a range of written materials, such as textbooks and journals, which are valued 
in their chosen disciplinary field.  However, disciplinary fields are never stable, there is always 
movement and change at the margins and undergraduates, and neophytes in the field (for 
example, new undergraduates) are not expected or encouraged to position themselves at 
disciplinary margins.  More often than not they are encouraged to interact with and locate 
themselves in established discursive/disciplinary safe spaces that are constructed for them by 
the lecturers and the subject-based texts that they are encouraged to read.$  That means that 
undergraduates often have little exposure to any alternative texts or discourses that might 
trouble the dominant (accepted/legitimised) reading and writing practices within (and outside 
of) their disciplinary fields.  For this reason, an innate conservatism often prevails with regard 
WRXQGHUJUDGXDWHV¶UHDGLQJPDWWHUVRPHWLPHVUHIHUUHGWRZU\O\DVWKHµW\UDQQ\RIWKHUHDGLQJ
OLVW¶ZKLFKUHVXOWVLQVWXGHQWVUDUHO\VWUD\LQJIDUIURPUHDGLQJUHFRPPHQGHGE\WKHLUOHFWXUHUV.   
  
7KLV FRQVHUYDWLVP FUHDWHV ZKDW %DUWKHV  WHUPHG D µFRPIRUWDEOH SUDFWLFH RI UHDGLQJ¶
(p.14) which fosters, in the reader, a sense of belonging and familiarity within disciplinary 
ILHOGV 7KLV µFRPIRUWDEOH¶ practice of reading then informs how undergraduates construct a 
sense of themselves as academic writers within their disciplinary field.  Statements made in the 
elicitation reflected on this process as participants outlined how directed reading, during their 
degree, helped them to become culturally and emotionally congruent with the dominant 
discourses determining preferred writing practices in their disciplinary field.   
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I think there is a definite link between how much academic literature you read and your 
ability to write and understand academic writing.  I think reading in your field enables 
you to develop your vocabulary, understanding and critical thinking skills. (Gail)  
  
I do believe that the answer is to read, read, and read some more!.. Immersing yourself 
in good reading can help to model ± unconsciously or not ± ways of writing. (Marie) 
 
 ,QWKLVZD\µUHDGLQJWKHILHOG¶, IXQFWLRQVWRPRGHOµDSSURSULDWH¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJWKURXJKD
form of disciplinary power which differentiates and hierarchises forms of academic reading 
PDWWHU LQ WKH VDPHZD\ LW GRHV DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ SUDFWLFHV 1RWH WKH TXDOLILHU LQ0DULH¶V
VWDWHPHQW DERYH µImmersing yourself in good UHDGLQJ¶)  One could, therefore, recast such 
SRVLWLYHGHFODUDWLRQVRIµJHWWLQJ¶academic writing DVPRUHDUHFRJQLWLRQWKDWLQGLYLGXDOV¶IHHO
they can produce writing that properly belongs to their disciplinary field.  In this sense, Lona,  
/DXUDDQG*DLO¶VFRPPHQWVDERve function as evidence of a compliant positionality.  They are 
individuals who belLHYHVLPXOWDQHRXVO\WKDWWKH\KDYHGHYHORSHGDSHUVRQDOµvoice¶RUµstyle¶
that feels comfortable, right and appropriate. However, LWLVWKHµPDVWHU\¶RIGRPLQDQWDFDGHPLF
writing practices that makes students (and arguably, the lecturers marking their work) feel 
secure, because they are field-congruent.  Moreover, one can argue that these feelings of 
LQGLYLGXDOLW\DQGµULJKWQHVV¶RQO\RFFXUZKHQZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVDUHSHUIRUPHG, and thus reified, 
within pre-ordained territories, marked out by dominant discourses in the discipline.  As such, 
those positive feelings are brought into being within Deleuze and *XDWWDUL¶VµVPRRWK
VSDFHV¶ DQG µVWULDWLRQV¶ ZKHUH HVWDEOLVKHG GRPLQDQW GLVFRXUVHV LQIRUPLQJ GLVFLSOLQDU\
discourse boundaries hold sway, as illustrated in Figure 28 (p.199).   
  
As outlined in the introduction to this chapter, in addition to sustained exposure to legitimised 
(field-congruent) reading, disciplinary fields are further reinforced for undergraduates via 
positive reinforcement through the setting of particular summative writing assignments, as well 
as receiving feedback and grades that reward certain types of academic writing as opposed to 
others.   
  
At university I would read continuously and take comments about my writing on board 
and continuously sought to improve my writing. (Siobhan)  
  
The Deleuzean contingency and situatedness of undergraduate academic writing practices is 
therefore, often not experienced as such by undergraduates. Once individuals have successfully 
acquired appropriate academic writing practices, and the subsequent academic success that they 
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facilitate compliance to dominant writing practices can be experienced as personal, cathartic 
and absolute.  As Alice wrote:     
  
2QFH,µJRWLW¶,JRWFRPSHWHQWDWLWTXLWH quickly and enjoyed the feeling of writing in 
an academic style when I was a student. It felt grown up and important. (Alice)  
  
0RUHRYHUDVWDWHPHQWOLNH0DUWKD¶VEHORZUHFDOOVWKHZD\LQZKLFK'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL¶V
striated lines (see Figure 28, p.204 FDQ DOVR IXQFWLRQ WR FUHDWH D µILW¶ EHWZHHQ LQGLYLGXDOV
positive  academic writing and their disciplinary field.  
  
>«@LW>DFDGHPLFZULWLQJDVDQXQGHUJUDGXDWH@UHDOO\ZDVDVWUXJJOHDWILUVW«EXWWKHQ
when I began to get it there was a real buzz and everything followed on from that 
because then it all fitted in really well and I began to think differently through writing 
IURPLQRWKHUZD\V,KDGEHHQWKLQNLQJ,WZDVDOODERXWZKDW\RX¶GUHDGDQGWKHQ\RX
came up with different things when you start ZULWLQJDQGWKDW¶VTXLWHH[FLWLQJZKHQWKDW
happens. (Martha)  
  
,Q0DUWKD¶VDFFRXQWµJHWWLQJ¶ undergraduate academic writing practices can be represented as 
an alignment between individual and field.  She illustrates how conscious acquisition of the 
dominant writing practices, of any disciplinary field, acts to confirm or realise a positive writing 
LGHQWLW\ IRUVWXGHQWV WKDWµDOO ILWWHGLQUHDOO\ZHOO¶  However, the neat fit achieved between 
dominant academic writing practices, and the subjectivity and ontology of the individual writer, 
LVVHGXFWLYHDQGGDQJHURXVSUHFLVHO\EHFDXVHLWIHHOVVRFRPIRUWDEOHVRµright¶2QHFRXOG
argue therefore that the dominance of field-congruent academic writing discourages innovation 
and resistance by undergraduate writers, for whom it often feels too risky to move outside the 
safety of the striated spaces that constitute what they know of  µWKHir ILHOG¶$OWHUQDWLYHOy, field-
FRQJUXHQFHLVDGLVFRXUVHSRVLWLRQWKDWLVPRUHOLNHO\WRIHHOµQDWXUDO¶RUµULJKW¶+RZHYHUZKDW
it may also mean is that an individual has absorbed the strictures of the dominant academic 
writing practices in their field, to the extent that they experience them as their own internalised 
judgements and preferences.  
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7.4 Post-graduate W riting Experiences    
  
7.4.1 Undertaking an MA  
  
I would describe myself as someone who produces academic writing as I write at 
postgraduate level and as such it must be academic surely?  (Lona)  
  
As most lecturers have completed one or more post-graduate qualifications it was useful in the 
elicitation to look at how they felt about academic writing practices at the first postgraduate 
level.  The plethora of SXEOLFDWLRQV DLPHG DW 0DVWHU¶V /evel study, along with endless 
LQVWLWXWLRQDOGHEDWHVDERXWZKDWFRQVWLWXWHVµ0OHYHOWHDFKLQJDQGOHDUQLQJ¶FRXOGEHVHHQDV
testimony to the much commodified nature of writing at this level.  As MAs are usually the 
minimum professional qualification required for employment in the higher education sector, 
achieving one signifies at least a measure of professional proficiency.  For this reason, MAs in 
Education, in particular, have functioned as important markers for individuals in terms of the 
higher education job market (Stierer, 2000).  This might help explain the emotion invested in 
achieving a Masters and the confidence instilled in those who have completed one.  In this way, 
Masters, and the kinds of academic writing they require, represent an important step in the 
inscription of a higher education professional writing identity for individuals.    
  
Entry on to a Masters programme appeared to produce a strong feeling of transition, or 
µVWHSSLQJXS¶ as described in the statement below.  
  
%HIRUHVWDUWLQJ0$VWXGLHVLW>P\DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ@ZDVDELWµLPPDWXUH¶,ZDVYHU\
aware that my writing needed to get to another level if I was going to succeed at this 
new level. (Valerie)   
  
As with undergraduate writing practices there is  a specific awareness of the need, at Masters 
level, to address and comply not only with disciplinary-based theory at a higher level, but with 
new, specifically post-graduate, academic writing practices.  This understanding is often gained 
at some personal cost, especially if there had been a length of time between undergraduate and 
post-graduate study.   
  
!"#$ 
  
I felt fear at first, I did not really know how I was supposed to write at this level, it had 
been a long time, but that was something I just had to get over. (Den)  
  
My MA was a reminder after several years of not studying formally that I could still 
do it.  Even though there were times when I felt like crying or pulling my hair out it 
was a process of getting back into the saddle, flexing old muscles.  (Miriam)  
  
I felt fear that my writing would not make the grade. (Susan)   
  
Having to write academically again was a shock to the system initially. (Helen)   
  
The intense physical metaphors used to describe this process of transition appear at every stage 
of post-graduate and professional transitions covered in this study.  They reflect the importance 
to lecturers in higher education of gaining professional qualifications and status, and they point 
to the anguish involved LQSURGXFLQJWKHµULJKW¶NLQGRIDFademic writing.  Nonetheless, Masters 
were perceived as necessary and important staging posts on the way to greater academic writing 
confidence.  Den, for example, got over his initial fears and:  
   
>«@WKHQIHOWVDWLVIDFWLRQDQGWKHQSULGHLQWKHNLQGRIµFUDIWLQJ¶VNLOOV,IHOW,KDGJRW
JRRGDWE\WKHHQGRIP\0DVWHUV>«@ 
  
A growing sense of confidence in academic writing was evident in the statements below 
which describe how some individuals they felt after they had completed their Masters 
qualification.  
  
When completing my Masters, I felt much more confident and able to write 
academically. (Gail)   
  
My Masters proved I could write at a higher level.  It gave me the confidence to go on 
to the next stage. (Miriam)    
  
One reason for this growing confidence may be the extent to which writing at Masters Level, 
especially in Education Studies, introduces students to a greater conceptual/theoretical 
understanding of everyday professional practices, such as academic writing.  As such, Masters 
not only introduce them to discussions about what constitutes specialist practice-based 
knowledge, but more importantly, from the point of view of this study, it requires them to 
package that knowledge using more reflective/reflexive academic writing practices than  
previously required.  This is because reflective/reflexive writing is viewed as a particularly 
appropriate means of assessing professional, practical experience.  
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At postgraduate level, doing my Masters, the academic writing seemed very much more 
DERXWVWUXFWXUHFULWLFDOLW\RIDUJXPHQWDQGKDYLQJVRPHWKLQJZRUWKZKLOHWRVD\«>LW@
was about taking a stance I think and working towards trying to convince the reader of 
something.(Marie)   
  
There is something in what Marie says here that suggests a newly heightened awareness of 
disciplinary-based field boundaries and her possible place within them at postgraduate level.  
,WLVHPERGLHGLQWKHZRUGVµcriticality¶DQGµWDNLQJDVWDQFH¶, which denote that positionality 
has come more into play than at undergraduate level.  This accords with a sense that her sense 
of her disciplinary field is becoming a little more stretched, that its boundaries are becoming 
more fluid.  From here on in, academic writing practices are not just about 
articulating/reproducing dominant knowledge discourses in the field, increasingly they require 
individuals to overtly position themselves, ontologically, using a critical rationale, (overtly or 
implicitly) in relation to dominant discourses (consciously or unconsciously).  Moreover, these 
ontological and epistemological considerations require more nuanced academic writing 
practices than had previously been the case.    
  
7.4.2 PhD/Professional Doctorate in Education   
As discussed in Chapter 4, the stakes around embarking on and completing a doctoral thesis 
are very high. The achievement of a PhD or Professional Doctorate qualification is mediated, 
especially in the humanities and social sciences, though the production and defence of a written 
doctoral text.  Doctoral texts, therefore, operate as a schematic metonym within the domain of 
KLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ OHJLWLPLVLQJ LQGLYLGXDOV¶VWDWXVDQG LGHQWLW\VLPXOWDQHRXVO\DVSURIHVVLRQDO
academic writers and academics.  
  
The thesis is my academic flag sent out in the world ± I am more than it and yet in terms 
of an academic identity it does/it will brand me ± I feel judged and want to be accorded 
the value that it accrues by participating in the production of such a prestigious product 
of the professional world I am engaged in.  (Miriam)  
  
However, ongoing struggles with academic writing practices often start all over again when 
embarking on a doctorate.  This is because it represents yet another academic writing transition 
where any previous experience of and success in academic writing (as undergraduates and even 
at Masters Level) count for little.  
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By the time I got to PG levels (MA) I thought I had cracked it only to find at doctoral 
level I had not! (Susan)  
  
Well the first thing that comes to mind when thinking about writing for my Ed Doc is 
the assignments coming up and that it was really informative to engage in the whole 
WKLQJRIµDP,JHWWLQJWKHOHYHOULJKW"Helen)  
  
, GRQ¶W WKLQN , KDYH JRW DQ\ZKHUH \HW , GLG ZHOO DW XQLYHUVLW\ DQG KDYH done the 
DVVLJQPHQWVDQGWKDWZDVDOOILQHDQGWKHQGLGQ¶WGRLWIRUGHFDGHVDQG\RXFRPHEDFN
IRUWKH(G'RFDQGLW¶VOLNHDDDUUUJJKKKMartha)  
  
Clearly writing a PhD and/or Professional Doctorate (in Education) can often turn out to be a 
very different writing experience from Masters or other M Level programmes such as PGCE.  
Each new qualification requires a move into a different writing space from the one previously 
inhabited, and this is nowhere more apparent than the change from Masters to doctoral level.    
  
At PhD level the type of academic writing required is a large step-up from even Masters 
Level. (Gill)  
  
7KLVµVWHSXS¶LVRIWHQV\QRQ\PRXVZLWKWKHLGHDWKDWGRFWRUDWHVDUHSHUFHLYHGDVWKHPRVWHOLWH
and possibly esoteric or rarefied form of academic writing.  The academic writing practices 
involved in doctoral writing are clearly experienced as part of a very distinct community of 
practice into which individuals find themselves, sometimes painfully, inducted.    
  
)RUHYHQEDE\DFDGHPLFVOLNHPHLW¶VSDUWRI\RXUZKROHJURXQGLQJDVDQDFDGHPLF
ZULWHUWKDW\RXEHFRPHVFHSWLFDODQGLW¶VWKDWVFHSWLFLVPDQGbeing able to both justify 
DSRVLWLRQDQGDVWDWHRIXQFHUWDLQW\WKDWLVVRGLIILFXOWWRJUDVSEHFDXVHSHUKDSV\RX¶YH
UHDGWKUHHGLIIHUHQWWKLQJVDQG\RXGRQ¶WDJUHHZLWKDQ\RIWKHPVR\RX¶UHLQDVWDWHRI
uncertainty but that might still be a valid state to be in but you then have to route it 
through your writing towards some kind of position, you do in the end have to make a 
decision about what you think and how you are going to write about it.  (Helen)$$ 
  
>«@\RXJRLQWRDQ(G'RFRUD3K'DQGVXGGHQO\LW¶VQRWMXVWHQRXJKWRUHDGDQG
XQGHUVWDQG VRPHWKLQJDQG LW¶VQRW MXVW HQRXJK WREHDEOH WR NLQGRI HQXPHUDWH WKDW
NQRZOHGJHEDFNLQWRDFRQYHUVDWLRQ\RX¶YHJRWWRGRDOOWKDWEXWWKHQ\RX¶YHJRWWRJR
the extra mile and got to hit the ground running and go deeper and write at a more 
conceptual level (Miriam)   
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One can argue that the perceived academic writing credentials of the doctoral supervisory team 
are a vital aspect of their authority. They are the people perceived to have the knowledge and 
expertise to get their supervisees through the doctorate.   
  
I would say my tutors at the Institute of Education who are both well-known authors in 
Early Years have been a big influence, their encouragement and insights into the effort 
they put into their work has been helpful. (Ian)  
  
+RZHYHU DV µH[SHUWV¶ LQ WKHLU ILHOG VXSHUYLVRUV FDQ DOVR EH TXLWH LQWLPLGDWLQJ IRU WKHLU
supervisees:  
  
Although I have now started my PhD I still feel very much a novice and stil l in awe of 
my supervisors. (Gail)  
  
Although Directors of Study (DOS) and supervisory teams are ostensibly appointed for their 
subject expertise, it has been argued that through their comments on the presentation of 
knowledge, that they, albeit somewhat elliptically, exert degrees of disciplinary power over 
VXSHUYLVHHV¶GRFWRUDOZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV.LOH\DQG0XOOLQV7KLVLVGXHLQSDUWWRWKH
intimate, more private doctoral relationship that often means that supervisors are the only 
audience for a thesis during its gestation.  
  
My DOS was hugely important as she gave me the confidence to think I could do it. 
(Lesley)    
  
Certainly, supervisors and their students often work together closely within a professional 
environment where dominant disciplinary and writing discourses intersect, inscribe and 
determine particular paradigms or communities of practice.  As Johnson et al. (2010) write, 
doctorates:   
  
>«@DUHUHTXLUHGE\IRUPDOOHJLVODWLRQWREHVXEMHFWWRµVXSHUYLVLRQ¶ZKLFKPHDQVWKDW
ERWKWKHVWXGHQWWKHµFDQGLGDWH¶DQGWKHGissertation are to be constructed under the 
authorised and authorising gaze of an already-established researcher, standing in, in 
some sense, for the field of study in question and for the Academy more generally. 
(p.142)   
  
One might expect, therefore, to find that a majority of doctoral candidates cite their doctoral 
supervisory teams as the most significant influence on their development of a field-congruent, 
post-graduate academic writing style.  This influence can be a positive one:   
!!"# 
  
  
The biggest LQIOXHQFHRQP\ZULWLQJDWGRFWRUDOOHYHOZDVP\3K'VXSHUYLVRU>«@+H
helped me to learn to cut through the waffle and just say what I mean. (Rose)  
  
I would have to say my supervisory team for my PhD have had the most influence on 
my writing recently, as they have spent some considerable time with me and 
continuously checked and advised me on my writing ability. (Siobhan)   
My DOS have really guided me carefully through the whole process of writing the Ed 
Doc, it has been trial and error all the way, with me making the mistakes and them 
helping me sort them out. (Helen)    
   
Or negative:   
  
I felt I was just expected to learn how to write at doctoral level.  I sort of worked it out 
as I went along but I know that I could have done with more support as I often got things 
wrong.  We got plenty of input about methodology and literature reviews but that is not 
the same as working out how to write them up. We never got anything about that [...]   
(Lesley)   
  
Initially my doctoral supervisors were very critical about my writing, it was not the 
right level, it was not academic enough, it was too subjective, looking back I can see 
what they mean but at the time I struggled to produce what they wanted. (Miriam)  
  
Studies of PhD supervision relationships have often focused on close-grained transmission 
pedagogies that foster master and novice relationships.  These include the iterative cycle of 
producing writing, which is read by the supervisor, then discussed with the candidate then 
rewritten and further discussed and so on.  This cycle allows the supervisors to not only monitor 
WKH FRQWHQW RI D WKHVLV EXW WR UHLI\ µDSSURSULDWH¶ GRFWRUDOZULWLQJ SUDFWLFHV -RKQVRQ HW DO
2000).   
   
As a PhD student I felt bound by convention and by structure and I had real difficulty 
ZLWKILQGLQJWKHULJKWVW\OHIRUP\GRFWRUDOZULWLQJ>«@WKLVZDVXQIRUWXQDWHDVLWZDV
something which my DOS was very particular about. (Bob)  
  
Frow (1988) reflects how, through this kind of unequal relationship, the doctoral process 
assigns:   
  
>«@ D VWUXFWXUDO UROH WR LQVHFXULW\ >DV LW@ FKDOOHQJHV WKH FDQGLGDWH¶V VHQVH RIZRUWK
(p.319)  
  
I am always trying to impress my Director of Studies. (Susan)  
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I think that the process of writing my thesis has made me less confident as a writer as I 
worry constantly about achieving the required level (Martha)  
  
One can, however, argue that academic writing at doctoral level creates just another, albeit 
more presWLJLRXVZULWLQJµVHOI¶RU LGHQWLW\ZKLFK LVSDUWRID ORQJ OLQHRIZULWLQJ LGHQWLWLHV
assumed by professionals working in academia. 7KLV UHIOHFWV %XWOHU¶V  QRWLRQ RI
multiple, plastic identities which was discussed in Chapter 5.  For example, section 7.6,  
µ$FDGHPLF:ULWLQJDVD3URIHVVLRQDO3UDFWLFH¶ SH[SORUHVKRZSRVW-doctorally, many 
academics,  in order to get published, find themselves taking on, or at least considering,  other 
new, equally challenging post-doctoral  professional writing identities.   
  
Far from being an exercise in Enlightenment-informed autonomy and originality, the doctoral 
thesis as a literacy product or artefact is often experienced as the final capitulation to dominant 
academic writing discourses characterising the wider disciplinary field; not least, because 
candidates are often carefully steered towards presenting doctoral work through very traditional 
and uniform academic writing practices by their supervisory teams:     
  
>«@ZLWKWKH3K'\RXDUHWHUULILHGRIZUiting in those areas like an experimental or 
creative way.  Writing a doctorate can be a very conservative experience, mine certainly 
was. (Bob)    
  
>«@P\H[SHULHQFHZLWKWKH(G'DVVLJQPHQWVLQYROYHGQRWMXVWGRLQJDOOWKHUHDGLQJ
but of having to write ZKDWWKHWXWRUVZDQW>«@LQWKHZD\WKH\ZDQW\RXWRZULWHLW
Needless to say I worry constantly about getting it wrong! (Martha)  
  
The intensity of emotion evident here recalls the earlier struggles with undergraduate writing 
discussed previously. Stepping up to doctoral writing clearly made some individuals in this 
study feel insecure as they worried about what their supervisors thought about their writing at 
this level. Moreover, as individuals progress with their doctorates, they may come into conflict 
with their supervisors over the form their writing takes.  It is not uncommon for the advice of 
D VXSHUYLVRU WR IROORZ ZKDW <HDWPDQ  S FDOOV DQ µ2HGLSDO QDUUDWLYH¶ ZKHUH
GLVDJUHHPHQWDQGRUUHVLVWDQFHPD\OHDGWRWKHVXSHUYLVHH¶VVW\OHRIZUiting being undermined 
or even rejected.  
  
There were a few times where I nearly fell out with my supervisor about the direction 
I wanted the thesis to take which was very different from what she wanted.  As time 
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went on I did try to fight my corner more, but initially I just used to bite my tongue 
and try to do what she wanted me to do. (Miriam)   
  
$W3K' OHYHOGHVSLWHP\XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WKURXJK OLWHUDU\ WKHRU\ WKDWDQ µREMHFWLYH¶
stance is a rhetorical device, I knuckled down to the largely empiricist conventions 
UHTXLUHGRIP\ZULWLQJE\P\VXSHUYLVRU>«@ (Darren)  
  
3KUDVHVOLNHµELWLQJP\WRQJXH¶ DQGµNQXFNOLQJGRZQ¶ clearly sum up the felt intensity of the 
supervisor/supervisee relationship, reflecting how some individuals felt constrained by 
supervisors exerting authority over how  their doctorates should be written.    
  
'RFWRUDWHV DUHRIWHQ FLWHG DV µHYLGHQFH¶ WKDW DFDGHPLFVKDYHSURYHG WKDW WKH\FDQ JHQHUDWH
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJWKDWVLWVFRPIRUWDEO\ZLWKLQWKHJLYHQGLVSRVLWLIRIWKHLUµSURIHVVLRQDOwriting 
LQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶ 
  
Largely as a result of writing my PhD thesis over the last five years, my skills as a writer 
have developed considerably. Not only does the process of academic writing come more 
naturally to me now but I also feel much more confident in the way in which  
I am able to express my thoughts/ideas through the written medium. (Tim)  
  
For Tim, producing a doctorate seemed to involve a process of internalising and naturalising a 
GLVFLSOLQH¶VGRPLQDQWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV7KLVDVGLVFXVVHGLQ&KDSWHUDQGDERYH
in the section on undergraduate writing, is a process that begins very early on in an academic 
ZULWHU¶VFDUHHU 
  
Since I started writing for my dissertation it [academic writing] became second nature. 
(Luis)  
  
Luis intimates that the academic writing practices he developed, or was inducted into via the 
doctoral process, QRZ IHHO µQDWXUDO¶ DOWKRXJK RI FRXUVH RQH FDQ DUJXH WKDW WKH\ DUH DV
ideological as any other form of writing).   
  
Successful doctorates also signal the progression from an insecure undergraduate academic 
writing identity, to the more established professional writing identity expected of academics.    
  
I think that my writing has improved with age (!!) I certainly find academic writing 
much easier now. (Rose).   
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I have grown in confidence and am therefore more assertive in my academic writing 
since completing my Ed Doc. (Den)   
  
Over time my academic writing has become less over-wrought and I am much freer in 
my assertions than I was when I wrote my doctorate.  (Alan).  
  
I am prepared, even willing to take risks with my ideas and writing now that I have an 
established publishing record.  (Zander)  
  
  
They can also give academics a palpable boost in confidence about their academic writing and 
a licence to be more creative and take risks.   
  
>«@DIWHU,JRWP\9LYDP\VXSHUYLVRUVDLGµZHOO\RXFDQJRand write anything you 
ZDQWQRZ¶ (Bob)  
  
 I am glad I did it, but all those years ago it felt like a chore. Now I write what I want, 
not want my examiners want!  (Den)  
  
There is a sense in these statements that Bob and Den feel released from the perceived strait-
jacket of doctoral writing practices.    
  
The doctorate also signals, at least to other professionals in the field, an important professional 
PLOHVWRQHQDPHO\WKHILQDOIRUPDOFRQILUPDWLRQWKDWDVRQHSDUWLFLSDQWSXWLWµI had arrived¶
This statement reflects the idea of how, at the end of a successful doctoral process, the candidate 
is reborn as:   
  
>«@ DQ LQWHOOLJLEOH DFDGHPLF LGHQWLW\« D OLFHQVHG VFKRODU D CGRFWRU¶ ZKR
appropriately credentialled, is deemed safe to pursue research unsupervised, 
autonomously. (Johnson, Lee and Green, 2010, p.136)  
  
This position/perception, however, can work in two distinctly different ways.  On the one hand 
DVDµGRFWRU¶RQHFDQVXSHUYLVHGRFWRUDOFDQGLGDWHVRQHLVWKHUHIRUHSRWHQWLDOO\LQDSRVLWLRQWR
EHFRPHRQHRIWKHSURIHVVLRQDOHOLWHIRURQH¶VGLVFLSOLQHSRWentially another gate-keeper for 
those who come after you.  On the other hand, as alluded to briefly above and in Section 7.9.1  
µ+\EULGLW\DQG,QQRYDWLRQ¶SSRVW-doctorally individuals may feel that they have earned 
the freedom to write more freely as they move beyond, and even seek to challenge, dominant 
academic writing practices extant in their discipline.   
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7.5 Communities of Practice   
  
For students, the idea, if not the reality, of writing communities expresses itself most commonly 
through their experience of an acculturation model, as discussed in Chapter 4.  For academics 
however, support for academic writing often appears to reside in their membership of 
professional networks and the personal relationships that individuals have built up within and 
outside of their own higher education institutions. These professional networks and 
relationships create, it can be argued, diffuse and shifting communities of practice which are 
DQRWKHUZD\ LQZKLFKD µZULWLQJ LQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶ IRU OHcturers is fostered in the 
Academy.  The variety and informality of these professional writing relationships and 
communities (both physical and virtual) may be a necessary response to the paucity of formal 
academic writing development for staff in academia.  As Lea and Stierer (2009) write:  
   
Universities have largely ignored the (often tacit) learning challenges faced within their 
own organisations by their largest single employee group ± QDPHO\ OHFWXUHUV«WKH
scholarly and professional literature on workplace learning suffers somewhat from a 
blind-VSRWZLWKUHVSHFWWRXQLYHUVLW\OHFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDOGHYHORSPHQWS 
  
,QGLYLGXDOVRIWHQQHJRWLDWHWKLVµEOLQG-VSRW¶XVLQJFROOHDJXHVDVµOLWHUDF\EURNHUV¶/LOOLVDQG
Curry, 2010) in various ways, such as  working  and/or discussing  course materials with others, 
co-WHDFKLQJUHDGLQJHDFKRWKHU¶VZRUNDQGKHOSLQJZLWKZLGHUUHDGLQJVXJJHVWLRQV 
  
,¶YHVLJQHGXSWRMRLQDFURVV-Uni writing group but I feel very apprehensive about it. I 
need to do it but I shall feel very inadequate. (Marie)  
  
We always confer with each other about the course content.  We have large teams of 
people working on course materials and it would be stupid to reinvent the wheel. 
(Miriam)   
  
The importance and ubiquity of these professional relationships and networks may also be 
LQGLFDWLYHRIWKHHVVHQWLDOO\UKL]RPLFQDWXUHRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVZLWKLQWKH¶KLJKHU
HGXFDWLRQ ZULWLQJ KDELWXV¶ ZKLFK DV )LJXUH  LOOXVWUDWHV LV PXOWLIDFeted and constantly 
changing.   
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Figure 28: Teaching in a Higher Education Habitus  
  
    
Significantly, if not surprisingly, given the discussions around the dearth of academic writing 
support for higher education lecturers in Chapter 4 and 5, it is very unusual for academics to 
receive any formal support around academic writing development once they have joined higher 
education.#  
  
>@,IZHGLGLWZDVPLQLPDODV,FDQ¶WUHPHPEHULW (Den)   
  
,FDQ¶WWKLQNRIDQ\IRUPDOWUDLQLQJRUHGXFDWLRQWKDWKDVKHOSHGPHDVDZULWHU« (Alan)   
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I have never received any training in academic writing per se ± it has been more finding 
out how to do it myself. (Helen)  
  
Given the absence of formal training and support, the importance of informal and reciprocal 
relationships between work colleagues cannot be underestimated.  In post-1992 institutions, in 
particular, peer support and in-house writing communities represent a shift away from the 
traditional image of an autonomous higher education academic/expert who works alone, as 
described by Boud (2001).  In very teaching-intensive institutional settings, such as the one 
used in this case study, lecturers often teach and research in teams as there is less time for 
individual research projects outside of doctoral and teaching work.  In such institutions, 
lecturers are often taken on for their teaching or professional knowledge of vocational areas, 
not their research and publication records, as is more often the case in pre-1992 research-
intensive universities.  This often results in the need and desire by less research-active lecturers 
to engage with colleagues more experienced than themselves with regard to future research and 
publishing opportunities. The influence and input of these more experienced academic 
colleagues can be perceived as a way of helping to demystify the whole process of doctoral 
writing and writing for publication.   
  
I think my writing has improved, as I now know who to ask and where to go for support. 
(Laura)  
  
Lecturers are also often members of formal writing communities that exist beyond their own 
institution, through their involvement with conferences, online collaboration, discussion 
groups, as well as editing, peer and book reviewing for journals. These activities are often 
valued because they inform and help develop professional academic writing practices.  
  
>«@,UHDOO\HQMR\UHYLHZLQJDQGHGLWLQJDV,OHDUQVRPXFKIURPRWKHUSHRSOH¶VZULWLQJ
(Susan)   
  
I have written a couple of articles with other peRSOHDQGWKDW¶VTXLWHLQWHUHVWLQJDQG
also I think it makes you look at your own writing at the style and with the tone and 
does that match with how somebody else does it. (Martha)   
  
However, no writing community or group is ever static in terms of its shape or purpose over 
WLPH:KDWSRZHULWKDVRIWHQGHULYHVIURPDFHQWUDOVHQVHRIZKDWLVµULJKW¶RUµH[SHFWHG¶IURP
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its adherents, which in time can become institutionalised and fixed.  Critical analysis of 
communities of practice and the associated concept of reification help to conceptualise:   
  
>«@RXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHVRFLDOFRQVWUXFWLRQRINQRZOHGJH WKHFR-ordination of 
human activity and the role of institutions and cultural artefacts in these processes. 
(Barton and Hamilton, 2005, p.33)  
  
Indeed, Wenger (1998) argued that participation in a community of practice requires 
reification, stating:   
  
>«@DQ\FRPPXQLW\RISUDFWLFHSURGXFHVDEVWUDFWLRQV WRROVV\PEROVVWRULHV WHUPV
and concepts that reify something of that practice in a congealed form.  (pp. 58-59)  
  
Lave and Wenger (1991) examine how individuals are inducted into different social practices 
through artefacts, relationships and roles that are produced through reification.   
  
,GRQ¶WWKLQN,KDYHSDUWLFXODUO\FKDQJHGLQP\DWWLtudes to writing, I have always 
enjoyed writing but always found it difficult to express points clearly. The more I work 
with and talk to other writers the more I realise this is a common experience and what 
is required is the dedication to work at refining work and not be put off. (Peter)! 
  
This reification of academic writing practices in higher education is clearly manifest in the 
myriad texts produced and consumed by different groups, including formal and informal 
communities of practices across disciplines in the academy.    
! 
"/HDUQLQJWRZULWHDFDGHPLFDOO\@KDVGHILQLWHO\EHHQDVRFLDOSUDFWLFHDQG,GRQ¶W
think any of my academic writing has been thought about or written anything without 
the input and support of others. (Gail)  
  
Wenger (1998) outlines four key consequences of reification that can be usefully applied to 
academic writing practices and the texts that they produce, such as, key disciplinary textbooks.   
These consequences include the ability of practices and texts to evoke meanings, their 
transportability across different contexts and time, their potential to endure and their focussing 
effect.  Scollen and Scollen (2003) look critically at the means by which reification may be the 
result of:  
  
>«@RQHVSHFLDOLVHGIRUPDULVLQJIURPWKHPRUHJHQHUDOIOXLGLW\RIVRFLDOLQWHUDFWLRQ
(p.16)   
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Academic writers pick up and use language and syntactical structures employed by other 
writers writing on the same subject, or from the same point of view, whilst simultaneously 
attempting to graft their personal styling onto the writing practices they use to articulate their 
ideas.  Over time this constant reiteration and re-articulation of shared ideas and positions can 
reify into stylistic conventions that exert a hegemonic, disciplinary power over the performance 
DQGUHFHSWLRQRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVUHVXOWLQJLQWKHIL[LQJRIµPHDQLQJVDQGWKHSRZHU
UHODWLRQVWKDWWKH\HPERG\¶:HQJHUS 
  
This process of reification promotes shared understandings between community members that 
result, over time, in particular kinds of social interaction that binds people together in various 
discourse communities, some formal and professional, others less formal and diffuse.   
  
>«@P\H[SHUWLVHVXFKas it is was really developed and changed through co-authoring, 
ERWKDVWKHµMXQLRU¶DQGDVWKHOHDGDXWKRU (Dennis)   
  
Conferences are a great way of testing out ideas with other people.  I have always 
enjoyed discussing my work and listening to others.  It can be very invigorating for your 
own writing to put yourself out there.  (Miriam)   
  
However, most often, academic writing is experienced as an individual activity, conducted 
alone, with little contact with other writers.    
  
>«@LWLVDVROLWDU\Dctivity, with the exception of the odd conference presentation. This 
is partly through choice although I expect I would benefit from going a bit more public. 
(Alice)  
  
I tend to prefer to write alone (sole authored papers and book) but have written with 
others on projects and edited books. (Lucy)  
  
I am rarely in contact with other writers except for the doctoral students I support. 
(Rose)  
  
I would describe my writing as an individual activity, I think that this is probably 
because I automatically think of my PhD work, but I often like to sit by myself and write, 
I suppose it becomes more social when people then read that work. (Lona)   
  
These comments point to the persistence of an individualised subject or writing self, as 
discussed in Chapter 5.## 
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7.6 Academic W riting as a Professional Practice  
  
In Chapter 5, this thesis contends that academic writing practices are central to the development 
RIOHFWXUHUV¶SRVLWLYHSURIHVVLRQDOLGHQWLWLHV$VVXFK, they are an important part of the tangle 
of personal interests, institutional demands, disciplinary boundaries and professional 
responsibilities which together produce what Larner (2000, p.14) calls, WKHµPHVV\DFWXDOLWLHV¶
RI OHFWXUHUV¶ OLYHG H[SHULHQFH  7KLV WDQJOH LQIOXHQFHV KRZ LQGLYLGXDO OHFWXUHUV negotiate 
professional identities and navigate their way through increasingly complex and unpredictable 
higher education work environments.  However, Lea and Stierer (2000) note:   
  
There has been little exploration into writing itself as professional practice. We know 
very little about the kinds of writing that HE lecturers do in their everyday professional 
work, or how the social practices and the social relations around these texts constitute 
professional practice... (p.151)  
  
The ability to produce a professional writing style is one of the ways individuals can establish 
a credible professional academic identity, as such it is extremely important. As Siobhan wrote:   
  
I have longed for my own writing style.    
  
&KDSWHU  GLVFXVVHG KRZ DFDGHPLFV RIWHQ VSHQG \HDUV GHYHORSLQJ DQ µDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ LQ
KLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶DVWKH\SDVVWKURXJKGLIIHUHQWHGXFDWLRQDOVHWWLQJV,QWKHIRUPDWLRQ
RIDQ\GLVFRXUVDOVHOI ,YDQLF¶VZRUNPDNHV it clear that writers are constantly being 
PDGHDQGUHPDGHLQDFRQVFLRXVSURFHVVRIµEHFRPLQJ¶7KLVSURFHVVSURGXFHVDVHQVHRIEHLQJ
in a state of continual development as a professional academic writer.   
  
I often critique my own work and seek to improvHP\ZULWLQJDELOLW\,GRQ¶WWKLQNWKLV
will ever change in my continuous need to make my writing more academic. (Lona) 
 
During their development as academic writers, many academics go through a painful 
developmental/experiential process requiring similar identity work to that which they 
XQGHUWRRNDVXQGHUJUDGXDWHV$VµSURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFV¶WKH\DUHRIWHQFRQVFLRXVWKDWWKH\
are actively creating, and then inhabiting, new writing identities which encourage colleagues 
and managers in the academy to see WKHPDVOHJLWLPDWHµDFDGHPLFZULWHUV¶ 
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,NQRZWKHUH¶VVWUXFWXUHDQGVW\OH,QHHGWRSURGXFH«DQGHYHQQRZ,¶PVWLOOWU\LQJWR
work out a professional writing style. (Bob)  
  
As Tim noted:  
  
The more opportunities you can take to practise writing professionally, the more 
developed your skills as an academic writer can become.      
  
In different ways Bob, Lona and Tim position themselves discursively as professional academic 
writers, yet WKH\UHPDLQµZRUNVLQSURJUHVV¶ZKRGHVSLWHVXFFHVVIXOFRPSOHWLRQ of their PhDs, 
VWLOO IHHO WKDW WKH\DUH LQDSURFHVVRI µEHFRPLQJ¶ &ROOH\DQG-DPHV as professional 
academic writers .  As discussed in Chapter 5, they continue to refine and adapt their academic 
writing practices post-doctorally, as published writers.  
  
Echoing my own complex reconceptualisation of academic writing posited in Chapter 3, it can 
be very difficult to pin-down what one means by the process of professional academic writing.  
  
,GRQ¶WNQRZLIFUDIWLVWKHULJKWZRUGIRUZKDW,PHDQZKen I talk about developing  an 
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJVW\OHIRUP\VHOI«VR,¶PWU\LQJWRWKLQNRIVRPHWKLQJWRUHSODFHWKDW
, WKLQN VNLOO GRHVQ¶W FDSWXUH LW HLWKHU , WKLQN LW LV VRPHWKLQJ \RX FDQ JHW EHWWHU DW
(Martha)  
  
0DUWKD¶VODQJXDJHLQWKLVVWDWHPHQWUeflects her inability to articulate precisely what she thinks 
academic writing is.  (One could say she is looking at it through a glass, darkly.)  What she 
does know, however, is that she has to try and produce something that is recognised as academic 
writing in order to achieve, or maintain, her professional identity as a lecturer in higher 
education.  She employs different nouns to try to encapsulate what she thinks it might be.  It is, 
µFUDIW¶ or µVNLOO¶however, ultimately she finds both terms inadequate.  Perhaps they express 
something too artisanal which does not fit with the dominant, noticeably techniscist, discourses 
underpinning conceptions of academic writing in higher education discussed in Chapter 3.   Still 
in her quote there remains a sense oIQHHGLQJWRGHILQHWKHµVRPHWKLQJ¶, which can stand for 
academic writing.   
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6KHVHHPVWRIHHOLWLVµRXWWKHUH¶EXWQRQHWKHOHVVVKHFDQQRWGHILQHLW,QLWVPDWHULDOLW\WKLV
µVRPHWKLQJ¶FDQEHPXVWEH"LPSURYHGRQµI think it is something you can geWEHWWHUDW¶.  
This belief in self-improvement is a familiar neo-liberal refrain, that in terms of academic 
writing practices reflects the continued discursive power of the autonomous model (discussed 
in Chapters 3 and 4) on perceptions of academic writing development practices in higher 
education.  This neo-liberal model explicitly informs the relationship that lecturers often have 
with academic writing practices, which is discussed in the section on performativity (pg.245).   
  
7.6.1 Recognition, mimesis and subjectification  
  
This section analyses the ways in which academics often learn to recognise and reproduce 
academic writing practices that ultimately inform and confirm their professional academic 
writing identities in higher education.  In many ways, this process is a continuation of their 
induction into academic writing experiences as under and post-graduates.  Like those earlier 
educational experiences, adopting particular professional academic identities also involves a 
conscious transition into certain professional academic writing practices.  This professional 
identity-ZRUNLVWUHDWHGLQWKHWKHVLVDVDQRQJRLQJIXUWKHUGHYHORSPHQWRIOHFWXUHUV¶µZULWLQJ
LQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶ 
  
I would say that academic writing professionally it is not just about what I think 
UHJDUGLQJDVXEMHFWDUHDLW¶VDERXWPHWDNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWRWKHUDXWKRUV¶
perspectives and referencing their work effectively in my own work. (Lona)   
  
/RQD¶VDVVXPSWLRQRIDSHUVRQDOSURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWLQJLGHQWLW\LVFRPSOH[µit is not 
MXVW DERXWZKDW , WKLQN¶Although on the surface this might seem odd, as one consistently 
expressed criterion for academic writing, in this study, as in others, is that it is only worth 
publishing/presenting if one has something new to say. Lona, conversely, regards professional 
writing as taking responsibility to conform to the disciplinary power of the field she wishes to 
contribute to. In this sense she is, to develop an idea raised in Chapter 5, projecting a  
professional writing identity# that#situates her inside what Bartlett and Holland (2002) call a 
µILJXUHGZRUOGRI OLWHUDF\¶ 7KLV LGHQWLW\ WKURXJK WKHDGRSWLRQRIFHUWDLQDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
SUDFWLFHVFUHDWHVDQµLGHQWLW\LQSUDFWLFH¶DQGKDVV\PEROLFUHVRQDQFHZLWKKHUFKRVHQ field.  
As Lona writes, she is consciously µWDNLQJ LQWR DFFRXQW RWKHU DXWKRUV¶ SHUVSHFWLYHV DQG
UHIHUHQFLQJWKHLUZRUNHIIHFWLYHO\¶.   In this way, she appears to accept that her professional 
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academic writing outputs are legitimised through their acknowledged and conscious, proximate 
relationship to other, legitimated, academic writing in the field.  This enables Lona to regulate 
KHUVHOI µeffectively¶ LQ DFFRUGDQFHZLWK WKH GRPLQDQW GLVFLSOLQDU\ GLVFRXUVHV LQIRUPLQJ KHU
field.  They regulate not only what can be written about (content) but how it should be written 
(form), just as they did when she was an undergraduate and Masters level writer.   
  
There is an implicit hegemony operating here which Miriam translates as follows:   
  
Seriously if your writing GRHVQRWSODFH\RXVRPHZKHUHUHFRJQLVDEO\LQWKHILHOG>«@
where are you? Nowhere?   
  
2QHFDQDUJXHWKDWWKLVLQWHUFRQQHFWHGQHVVEHWZHHQDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VZRUNDQGWKDWRIHVWDEOLVKHG
ZULWHUVFUHDWHVDµZHLJKWRIDXWKRULW\¶ 
   
$FDGHPLFZULWLQJLVZULWLQJZKLFKDOZD\VKDVWRµVWDQGRQWKHVKRXOGHUVRIJLDQWV¶LQ
WHUPVRIKRZRQHKDVWRXVHUHIHUHQFHVWRRQH¶VZLGHUUHDGLQJWRVXSSRUWWKHSRLQWV
RQHZDQWVWRPDNHLQRQH¶VRZQZRUN(Lucy)  
  
This need to refer constantly to the work of others in the field can cause some anxiety, especially 
WROHFWXUHUV¶QHZWRSURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV 
  
>«@WKHUHDOZD\VVHHPVWREHVXFKDEDUULHUWRJHWWKURXJKEHIRUH\RXFDQVD\ZKDW
you want to say and then you can only say it if someone else has already written it in a 
book or paper!(Alice)  
  
However, it is common for academics to defer happily to the work of established writers 
strongly identified with their field, in order to establish the co-ordinates and credentials of their 
own academic writing.  
  
I think our own writing is influenced by those writers whom we are drawn to and see 
DVJRRGPRGHOVRQZKLFKWREDVHRXUZULWLQJ¶. (Tim)   
  
>«@UHDGLQJRWKHUSHRSOHV¶ZRUNKDVKHOSHGPHGHILQHP\VW\OH:KHQUHDGLQJRWKHU
DFDGHPLF¶ZRUN , RIWHQ KDYH DQ RSLQLRQ RQ WKHLU ZULWLQJ VW\OH ZKHWKHU SRVLWLYH RU
negative.  (Lona)  
  
The mimetic process of becoming a successful professional academic writer is therefore not 
dissimilar to the process of becoming a successful under or postgraduate student. By embracing 
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intertextuality within their disciplinary field in this way, professional academic writers develop 
a recognisably discipline-based writerly self that claims kinship with, and shares 
subjectification alongside, other already established writerly selves who are mutually 
acknowledged within the same disciplinary field.  In this way mimesis ensures that professional 
academic writing practices operate like other:  
  
>«@IRUPVRIHGXFDWLRQRUµQRUPDOL]DWLRQ¶>ZKLFKDUH@LPSRVHGXpon an individual 
and consist in making him or her change points of subjectification, always moving 
toward a higher, nobler one in closer conformity with the supposed ideal. (Deleuze 
and Guattari, 1987, p.129)  
  
,KDYHOHDUQHGVRPXFKIURPRWKHUSHRSOH¶Vwriting [...] clarity, modes of expressing 
their ideas, cohesion.  They have all helped me develop my own professional writing 
VW\OH«WRVHHKRZDFDGHPLFZULWLQJLVFRQVWUXFWHGLVWREHDEOHWRXVHLWLQ\RXURZQ
writing. (Susan)   
  
The more you read the more confident you become in your own writing style as a 
researcher in academia. (Helen)  
  
,DPDJUHDWUHDGHUDQG,WKLQNUHDGLQJRWKHUVSHRSOH¶VZRUNKDVKHOSHGPHGHILQHP\
own writing style as a professional, published writer >«@the more you read the more 
confident you become in your own style. (Valerie)   
  
This perception quite curiously suggests that out of familiarity with their disciplinary field 
comes alterity, not sameness, because, as the statements above suggest, wider reading in the 
discipline is felt to produce an individuated, personal writing style, expressed as variations on  
µP\RZQZULWLQJVW\OH¶.  One can argue, however, that this paradox of attribution is a result of 
meconnaisance or misrecognition (as discussed in the introduction to this chapter) which 
HQVXUHV WKDW WKH µWDNHQ IRU JUDQWHGQHVV¶ RI Lntellectual individualism, which operates as a 
cornerstone of academia, is a recurring dominant higher education discourse.  Indeed, it is so 
dominant, it trumps mimesis as a characteristic of academic writing in the Academy.    
  
Developing as a professional academic writer may involve adopting new writing practices (the 
journal article for example rather than the essay) or the adaption of existing practices (the ability 
to write up ever more complex research projects), either way, academic writing remains an 
essentially imitative, or more precisely, mimetic act, which one can argue inevitably results in 
subjectification.  Here, for example, is Alice writing at some length about her experience of 
entering a new disciplinary field when writing her PhD:  
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For me being introduced to other writers in this field was transformatory ± having a 
sciency health care background meant that this literature was entirely new to me and 
gave me a whole new perspective on many things in life e.g. how I read newspapers, 
KRZ,LQWHUSUHWRWKHUPHGLDHJZRPHQ¶V¶PDJV79VKRZVKRZ,IHHODERXWRWKHU
SHRSOH¶VUHVSRQVHWRPHGLDKRZ,UHDGDFDGHPLFWH[WVHWF8QGRXEWHGO\WKLVH[SRVXUH
will have influenced my academic writing but, apart from specifically referencing this 
body of work, I would be hard pushed to put my finger on what this influence is.  
  
$OLFH¶V FRPPHQWV H[SUHVV KRZPLPHVLV ZKLFK, it can be argued, is the influence that she 
cannot put her finger oQ VHHSV LQWR LQGLYLGXDOV¶ RQWRORJLHV DQG XOWLPDWHO\ VXEMHFWLYLWLHV, 
affecting how they write.   
  
A denial of mimesis may be indicative of the ways in which dominant discourses about 
DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ RSHUDWH DV D FRPSOH[ µUHJLPH RI WUXWK¶ LQ DFDGHPLD  For example, the 
GLVFLSOLQDU\SRZHURI WKH ILHOGDOZD\VFUHDWHVD IRUPRIVXEMHFWLILFDWLRQ LQZKLFK OHFWXUHUV¶
personal perceptions of, or enunciations about their position as academic writers runs in 
accordance with, to one extent or another, dominant academic writing practices in their chosen 
field(s).  Deleuze and Guattari (1987) explain this phenomena in the following way:   
  
[From] subjectification issues a subject of enunciation, [which is] a function of a mental 
reality determined by that point. Then from the subject of enunciation issues a subject 
of the statement, in other words, a subject bound to statements in conformity with a 
dominant reality (of which the mental reality just mentioned is a part, even when it 
seems to oppose it).  (p.129)  
  
TKLVQRWLRQRIDµGRPLQDQWUHDOLW\¶LVH[SUHVVHGE\9DOHULH¶VDVVHUWLRQ 
  
My academic writing is an expression of who I am and what I think. (Valerie)  
  
2QHFRXOGDUJXHWKDWLQPDNLQJWKLVVWDWHPHQW9DOHULHKDVLQWHUQDOLVHGWKHµGRPLQDQWUHDOLW\¶
in higher education which holds that professional academic writing is an inherently individual 
act of self-expression, instead, as argued in this thesis, an act of mimesis.  Her self-expression 
also presents as a superficially straightforward ontological statemeQWQDPHO\ µZKDW ,ZULWH
UHSUHVHQWV ZKR , DP¶  +RZHYHU VXFK D VWDWHPHQW FDQ EH VDLG WR EH DFWXDOO\ ERXQG µLQ
FRQIRUPLW\¶ WR D GRPLQDQW UHDOLW\ LQ DFDGHPLD UDWKHU WKDQ DQ µDVVHUWLRQ RI µWUXWK¶  7KLV LV
because one can argue that whoever Valerie thinks sKH µLV¶ DQGZKDWHYHU VKH WKLQNV µVKH
WKLQNV¶DUHQRWIL[HGRUWKHSURGXFWRIuntrammelled free thought expressed unproblematically 
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through her academic writing.  More precisely, one can argue that such ontological assumptions 
can be deconstructed as a form of subjectivication to dominant neo-liberal, humanist 
conceptions of self and intellect in the Academy.   
  
7KLVQRWLRQRIVXEMHFWLILFDWLRQLVDOVRLOOXVWUDWHGE\'DUUHQ¶VUHVSRQVHWRWKHTXHVWLRQµZKDWIRU
\RXFKDUDFWHULVHVDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ"¶+HZULWHV 
  
With academic writing you should get a feel for the way an argument unfolds.  When 
that happens it does become kind of internalised.  You should be able to follow it, 
EHFDXVHLW¶VFOHDURULWLVQ¶WDQ\JRRG(Darren)  
  
From a feminist/New Materialist point of view the language that Darren chooses reflects how 
social/professional practices, like academic writing, are literally embodied or as Braidotti  
SXWVLWµHQIOHVKHG¶ in the minds and bodies of the individuals who use and experience 
them, so that they operate like a Deleuzean refrain:   
  
>«@DVRUWRIPHPRU\WKDWUHSHDWVDQGLVFDSDEOHRIODVWLQJWKURXJKVHWVRI
discontinuous variations, while remaining faithful to itself. (Deleuze and 
Guattari, 1987, p.159)  
  
In this way, dominant academic writing practices can be viewed as a reified form of lived 
experience, expressed as epistemes and ways of thinking, which more easily coalesce into 
representations of field-FRQJUXHQWµVRFLDOUHDOLW\¶'DUUHQWDONVYLVFHUDOOy of, µJHWWLQJDIHHO¶, 
for the published academic writing in his field, and KRZDVWKHµJRRG¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJXQIROGV
its argument, its meaning becomes µLQWHUQDOLVHG¶.  Darren appears to be arguing that, for him, 
academic writing (which appears to be the same as academic writing that he subjectively likes 
RUDSSURYHVRIVKRXOGµIROG¶WKHUHDGHULQ6LPLODUO\/HVOH\ZULWHVKRZ 
  
Immersing yourself in good reading can help to model ± unconsciously or not ± ways 
of writing. (Lesley)  
  
For Lesley, subjectification is experienced as µLPPHUVLRQ¶in the writing practices of others and 
VKHLVKDSS\WRµVZLP¶, in a classic Bourdieusian sense, in her chosen field.  For both of these 
participants the process of immersion or internalisation happens, one could say, because of the 
congruence that they have achieved between themselves and their disciplinary field.   
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'DUUHQ¶V LQWHUQDOLVDWLRQ RI WKH SUDFWLFHV RI DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ WKDW VSHDN SRVLWLYHO\ WR KLP
happens not just because he inhabits a shared and identifiable disciplinary space with the 
authors producing VXFKZRUNV7KURXJKKLVVHQVHRIµLQWHUQDOLVDWLRQ¶ he is also exemplifying 
%UDLGRWWL¶VUDGLFDOVHQVHRIWKHPDWHULDODVD³>U@HWKLQNLQJRIWKHHPERGLHGVWUXFWXUHRI
human subjectivLW\´S7KLVUHIHUVWRWKHZD\WKDW'HOHX]HDQVXEMHFWLILFDWLRQUHPRYHV
individual subjectivity, whilst maintaining the illusion of agency.  Indeed, subjectification 
VHHPV RQ RFFDVLRQ WR KHLJKWHQ QRW OHVVHQ LQGLYLGXDOV¶ VHQVH RI VXEMHFWLYLW\ DV SHUVonal.  
'DUUHQ¶VUHMHFWLRQRIVRPHDFDGHPLFZULWLQJDVµQRJRRG¶could translate as a subjective failure 
WRµIHHO¶ RUWREHµIROGHGLQ¶ by that writing.  One can discern a similar difficulty in the following 
quote:  
At times I come across a noted academic who has great information that I want to read about, but 
their writing style is really hard to be engaged with and fully understand. (Lona)  
  
Lona, because of her knowledge of the field, and her desire to belong within it, discriminates 
enough to recognise WKDW VKH LV GHDOLQJ ZLWK D µQRWHG DFDGHPLF¶ (that is, they have been 
OHJLWLPDWHG E\ KHU GLVFLSOLQDU\ ILHOG ZKR KDV µJUHDW LQIRUPDWLRQ¶ (the epistemological 
orientation is clearly field-FRQJUXHQWVRWKHFRQWHQWLVQRWWKHSUREOHP,WLVWKHµwriting sW\OH¶ 
that she finds µKDUGWREHHQJDJHGZLWKDQGIXOO\XQGHUVWDQG¶Like Darren, she does not feel 
µIROGHGLQ¶by this writing rather, she is shut out by it.  This absence of felt congruence, which 
is presented agentically by the individuals who experience it here, could be re-presented either 
DV D ODFN RI IDPLOLDULW\ RU UHFRJQLWLRQ ZLWK WKH µparticular discourse that reflects pre-
HVWDEOLVKHGQRUPV¶, not a failure in the quality of the writing, as academic writing.  For this 
reason, such a sense of incongruence is perhaps best understood as an ontological, rather than 
a stylistic failure.  
  
7KH VXEMHFWLILFDWLRQ RI LQGLYLGXDOV¶ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ WKHUHIRUH LV RQH HPERGLPHQW RI D
µGLVSRVLWLI¶ ZKLFK LOOXVWUDWHV KRZ µWKH FRXSOLQJ RI D VHW RI SUDFWLFHV¶ LV µPDGH¶ WKDW LV
FRQVWUXFWHGWRPDNHVHQVHZLWKLQµDUHJLPHRIWUXWK¶)RXFDXOWDS6LPLODUO\DV
GLVFXVVHG LQ &KDSWHU  DQRWKHU FRPSOHPHQWDU\ µGRPLQDQW UHDOLW\¶ RI WUDGLWLRQDO
conceptualisations of academic writing, that sits alongside the assertion of a personal, unique 
µDFDGHPLFYRLFH¶LVWKHEHOLHILQDQDXWRQRPRXVVXEMHFWLYHQHROLEHUDOHGXFDWHGVHOIZKLFKLV
the source of that individuated academic voice (Ball, 2013).  In such a dispositif, the practices 
of academic writing support DUHJLPHRIWUXWKLQZKLFKµJRRG¶SURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
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embodies a fully realised educated subject who speaks authoritively. Their authority derives 
from their assumption, or the conferment, of an µH[SHUW¶DFDGHPLFµYRLFH¶ZKLFKLVDOOHJHGO\
the product of their own individual and highly educated, or schooled, thought processes.  This 
dispositif, of course, runs contrary to the postmodern approach taken in this thesis with regard 
to questions concerning relationships between writing and identity.  It argues conversely, that 
academic writing practices ensure the subjectification of educated identities within the 
Academy.  This  means WKDWLQGLYLGXDOVZKRGRQRWFKDOOHQJHWKHµWDNHQ-IRUJUDQWHGQHVV¶RI
FRQYHQWLRQLQHYLWDEO\ILQGWKHPVHOYHVµERXQGWRVWDWHPHQWV¶WKDWµULQJWUXH¶7KLVLVEHFDXVH
VXFKVWDWHPHQWVFRQIRUPWRDµGRPLQDQWUHDOLW\¶QRWEHFDXVHWKH\DUHWUXHGHVSLWHWKHIDFWWKDW
they may be experienced as unique and true to the individual uttering them.  This is what 
Deleuze and Guattari PHDQZKHQWKH\WDONRIDQRSSRVLWLRQDOµPHQWDOUHDOLW\¶ 
  
Dominant academic writing practices, moreover, are flexible enough to territorialise and 
reterritorialise academic levels and genres over time and space because all they require is 
recognisDEOHIRUPVRIWH[WXDOH[SUHVVLRQWRDVVHPEOHPDWHULDOLQZD\VWKDWµPDNHVHQVH¶ZLWKLQ
the field.    
  
I think that in writing academically other people can get your perspective on specific 
subject areas.  I have had other academics who have seen me present my work ask for 
information about any other publications I have produced.  I think that this is highly 
LPSRUWDQWLQDFDGHPLDDVWKHQ,¶POLNHO\WREHUHIHUHQFHGLQWKHLUZRUNDQGWKHQRWKHUV
will see it and so forth. (Siobhan)   
  
Siobhan expresses how field-congruent, dominant academic writing practices might be said to 
act as a kind of implicit DNA, linking and binding academic texts rhizomically through various 
connections and permutations within, and even across, different disciplinary fields.   
  
    
7.7 Regimes of T ruth informing Professional Academic W riting   
  
In an attempt to deconstruct further the dominant discourses informing academic writing as a 
dispositif, the elicitation asked participants to identify what they felt characterised academic 
writing, as opposed to any other kinds of writing.  The most commonly identified markers were 
µFODULW\¶µSXUSRVHIXOQHVV¶µEHORQJLQJ¶µSRVLWLRQDOLW\ZLWKLQDUHFRJQLVHGILHOG¶ and  
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µFXOWXUDOVRFLDOVWDWXV¶.  All these characteristics presented as self-HYLGHQWµUHJLPHVRIWUXWK¶WR
participants, although they can be critiqued to reveal how they are constructed and situated as 
social, specifically professional practices.  In particular, academic writing seemed to be easily 
defined by its outward facing functions, which could be summed up by a number of order words 
that cropped up time and time again in the responses to the elicitation.  These included,  
µFODULW\¶ µSXUSRVHIXOQHVV¶ µVHQVH RI DXGLHQFH¶ µRULJLQDOLW\¶ and µVWDWXV¶.  The following 
section QRW RQO\ H[DPLQHV KRZ IUHTXHQWO\ WKHVH RUGHU ZRUGV ZHUH XVHG LQ SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
statements, but critically analyses them as integral components of the dominant discourses 
informing academic writing practices in the Academy.  
  
7.7.1 Clarity   
The sheer QXPEHU RI VWDWHPHQWV XVLQJ WKH WHUPV µFOHDU¶ µVXFFLQFW¶ DQG µFRKHUHQW¶ to 
characterise µJRRG¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJFDQEHYLHZHGDVVLJQLILFDQW 
  
 *RRGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJVKRXOGEHFOHDUDQGFRKHUHQW¶ (Helen)    
  
I look for clarity of expression, succinct writing, grammatical accuracy as well as 
checking whether the rationale of ideas/research seems sound. (Jill)   
  
I look for clarity of meaning in a succinct form. (Rose)  
  
I am looking for well explained studies that are coherent and cohesive. (Lucy)  
  
Mainly methodology and writing style in terms of coherence and consistency. (Luis)  
  
I am looking for it to be clear and concise and technically accurate, with paragraphs 
and generally grammatically competent with ideas clearly explained and clarity of 
expression. (Gail)  
  
Academic writing is a synthesis of ideas and experience in support of a clear, 
informative and persuasive argument. (Peter)  
  
These terms seem benign, who would not want academic writing to be µFOHDU¶µVXFFLQFW¶and 
µFRKHUHQW¶?  However, they are problematic because they are always presented as given and 
non-negotiable, partly because they are unquestionably placed on the positive side of a binary 
such as:   
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succinct/wordy  
coherent/incoherent 
clear/unclear  
  
These binaries, whether implicitly or explicitly evoked in discussions about writing, 
DXWRPDWLFDOO\YDORULVHFODULW\+RZHYHULWFDQEHDUJXHGWKDWFODULW\DVDµJLYHQ¶IHDWXUHRI
µJRRG¶ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ VLPSO\ LOOXVWUDWHV WKH DELGLQJ LQIOXHQFH RI UDWLRQDOLVW HPSLricist 
concepts underlying the dominant discourses informing academic writing practices in higher 
education, as discussed in Chapter 3.  Clarity prioritises a particular function of academic 
writing, namely the desire to make the world and its associated phenomena, primarily through 
UHVHDUFKDQGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJDPRUHXQGHUVWDQGDEOHRUµNQRZQ¶SODFH'LVFXUVLYHO\FODULW\
positions academic writing as primarily expositional, concerned with explanation and 
clarification, not as has been suggested in earlier chapters of this thesis, about philosophising, 
problematising and complicating concepts, situations and experiences that cannot be explained 
clearly.   
  
One can also argue that some ideas do not lend themselves to being orderly, measured and 
disciplined, neither can they be easily expressed in language and structures that are FOHDU¶
µVXFFLQFW¶and µFRKHUHQW¶.  Some ideas are not clear, the thoughts and ideas that they engender 
are not coherent and they cannot be explored succinctly or clearly, perhaps one can only see 
WKHPµWKURXJKDJODVVGDUNO\¶.  Writers often find that their writing stutters and stammers as 
they seek to articulate and express what they mean when attempting to articulate difficult ideas.  
As Jill acknowledges, this is often the case in academic writing in higher education.   
  
>«@,KDYHDORWRIWURXEOHLQDLPLQJIRUFODULW\DWDKLJKHUDFDGHPLFOHYHO>«@ 
  
The main issue with the dominant discourse around clarity in writing is that it positions 
grappling with difficulty as a staging post on the way to the clarity in writing, rather than a 
necessary consequence of attempting to work with inchoate, unruly concepts.    
, ILQG WKDW P\ LGHDV GRQ¶W ILW FRPIRUWDEO\ LQ D ER[-which has caused me 
difficulties/dilemmas as far as writing goes. (Alice)  
  
It is interesting that, for Alice, ideas should fit comfortably in a box.  In comparison, Chapter 6 
makes a case for post-qualitative educational research on the basis that it accommodates ideas  
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µRXWVLGHWKHER[¶,QGHHG venturing outside the box encourages 'HOHX]HDQµOLQHVRIIOLJKW¶WKDW
move the writer/researcher beyond the strictures and Deleuzean striations of dominant practice.  
2QHFRXOG DUJXH LQ WKH OLJKW RI WKDWGHEDWH WKDWJHWWLQJ LGHDV WR ILW µLQ DER[¶ FDQRQO\EH
achieved by the imposition of a restrictive ontology that screens out any inconvenient 
information which does not fit the rest of the picture, or narrative, that the writer is trying to 
create.   
  
The terms µFOHDUµVXFFLQFW¶and µFRKHUHQW¶ are problematic therefore in that they do not allow 
for the inherent multiplicity and plasticity of meaning in any use of language.  Succinct prose 
may give an impression of directness and clarity, but it may also enact an oversimplification, 
by concentrating on one meaning artificially, at the expense of other, possibly competing 
meanings.  For example, Lyotard (1992) dissects the dangers inherent in the totalising 
IXQFWLRQDOLW\RIFOHDUDQGVLPSOHODQJXDJHLQKLVDQDO\VLVRI2UZHOO¶VWRWDOLWDULDQµ1HZVSHDN¶
(p.105).  He demonstrates how Newspeak, like any form of linguistic propaganda, relies on the 
fiction that simple and clear language must be better, because it is purportedly more 
meaningful, more honest, less opaque, than language that is not.  However, as discussed in 
Chapter 3 and 6, no language, even that which appears clear, is ever free of its historical, social 
and cultural contexts and the various complicating power relations that they entail.  According 
to Lyotard (1992), to engage in writing that does more than reproduce dominant forms and 
PHDQLQJV LQYROYHV EHFRPLQJ HQJDJHG LQ D SURFHVV RI VWUXJJOH ZLWK ODQJXDJH¶V LQFKRDWH
potentiality, irrespective of how clear or simple the intentions of the writer may be.  Lyotard 
views this approach to writLQJ DV D VWUXJJOH D IRUP RI µDFWLYH UHVLVWDQFH¶ S DJDLQVW
dominant academic writing practices.   
  
Deleuze and Guattari (1987) also consistently argue against clarity, preferring to be overtly 
engaged in writing practices that not only speak against or beyond what has already been said, 
and agreed, but attempt to do so in unpredictable ways.  One could therefore work to create 
different binaries from the dominant ones given above, such as:  
Simple/inert  
Succinct/regulated  
Clear/restricted  
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and use them to suggest that academic writing that defines itself as good, because it is FOHDU¶
µVXFFLQFW¶and µFRKHUHQW¶, runs the risk of creating a hyper-hegemonic ideality in which what 
LVDFFHSWHGDVOHJLWLPDWHDFDGHPLFZULWLQJFRQIRUPVWRWKHµPRGHRIWKHDOUHDG\VDLG¶/\RWDUG
1992, p.107).  In this vein Valerie asserts:   
  
[Academic writing] is piece of work  which is evidence-based showing a clear synthesis 
EHWZHHQZULWHUV¶EHOLHIVDQGYDOXHVDQGZKDWWKHUHVHDUFKLVVD\LQJ.   
  
Her description articulates a classic modernist mind-set (the underlying principles of which 
have been comprehensively critiqued HDUOLHULQ&KDSWHU$FFRUGLQJWR9DOHULH¶VGHILQLWLRQ
WKHFODULW\RIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVKHOSVHQVXUHSURGXFWLRQRIHPSLULFDOµevidence-EDVHG¶ 
data which, unproblematically, through a µFOHDUV\QWKHVLV¶ enables the writer/researcher to align 
tKHLU µEHOLHIV DQG YDOXHV¶ (that is, overt subjectivity) with their research outcomes.  Thus 
9DOHULH¶VDJUHHGRUDVVXPHGGHILQLWLRQRIclarity becomes a kind of glue that holds everything 
her definition of research presumes, together.   
  
For John, clarity required µGLVFLSOLQHGREMHFWLYHV¶to be present LQRQH¶VZULWLQJ7KLVVXJJHVWV
that he felt that academic writing practices help to maintain control over the ideas and thoughts 
WKDWRQHLVWU\LQJWRFRPPXQLFDWHWKURXJKRQH¶VZULWLQJ7KLVLVDYLHZWKat regards:   
  
>«@ Vcholarship and research as unruly practices in need of regulation.  
(MacLure, 2006, p.33)  
  
Clarity, in this sense, equals orderly writing that is measured and disciplined, a function that 
suggests further binaries such as:   
  
Orderly/disorderly  
Measured/unmeasured  
Disciplined/undisciplined  
 
&RQYHUVHO\DODFNRIRUGHUDQGGLVFLSOLQHLQRQH¶VDFDGHPLFZULWLQJFRXOGEHYLHZHGSRVLWLYHO\
DV D IRUP RI UHVLVWDQFH WR µWKH VREHU FRQYHQWLRQV RI DFDGHPLF-writing-as-XVXDO¶ 0DF/XUH
2006).  Bob, for example, feels that his writing could/should be more speculative and tentative.   
He writes:   
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I quite enjoy exploring the more difficult  theoretical sides and asking questions even 
WKRXJKDWWLPHVWKH\PD\EHKDOIFRFNRUVRUWRIQRWTXLWHIRUPXODWHGEHFDXVHLI\RX¶UH
not sort of engendering some kind of discussion or debate in academic writing then 
ZKDW¶VWKHSRLQW.   
  
%RE¶VZLOOLQJQHVVWRDFFHSWWKDWKLVZULWLQJPLJKWDFFRPPRGDWHLGHDVWKDWDUHµhalf cock or 
VRUW RI QRW TXLWH IRUPXODWHG¶ hints at the potentiality of a more undisciplined approach to 
academic writing and the kind of thought processes that it could accommodate.  Bob wants his 
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJWREHTXHVWLRQLQJDQGJHQHUDWLYHWRDOORZIRUµVRPHNLQG¶ RIµdiscussion or 
debate¶8QFHUWDLQW\LVLQWHUHVWLQJO\ZKDW%REIHHOVJLYHVKLVDFDGHPLF writing µDSRLQW¶This 
LVDORQJZD\IURP7LP¶VHDUOLHUFHUWDLQW\WKDW 
  
Academic writing is a synthesis of ideas and experience in support of an informative 
and persuasive argument. (Tim)  
  
Bob may seem less assured, his µ,TXLWHHQMR\¶, is less FHUWDLQRILWVJURXQGWKDQ7LP¶VHDUOLHU
FRQILGHQWDVVHUWLRQWKDWµAcademic writing LV>«@¶+RZHYHU%RE¶VVHQVHRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
suggests, one could argue, a more sophisticated understanding of what differentiates academic 
µGLVFXVVLRQ RU GHEDWH¶ in higher education; which is that it may be less about presenting a 
µSHUVXDVLYHDUJXPHQW¶and more about pushing boundaries or stretching disciplinary fields.  
Pushing too haUGDJDLQVWWKHERXQGDULHVRIRQH¶VILHOGLV however,  risky as failure, or refusal 
tR UHSURGXFH µpre-HVWDEOLVKHG QRUPV¶ GHOLEHUDWHO\ RU RWKHUZLVH FRXOG PHDQ WKDW RQH¶V
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJPLJKWEHGHOLEHUDWHO\H[FOXGHGIURPDSDUWLFXODUILHOGDVµXQDFDGHPLF¶RU
µQRWDFDGHPLFHQRXJK¶ 
  
7.7.2 Purposefulness and Audience  
  
The next most common characteristic that defined academic writing in the research was its 
HVVHQWLDOSXUSRVHIXOQHVV$FDGHPLFZULWLQJZDVSHUFHLYHGDVDQµRSSRUWXQLW\WRKDYHRQH¶V
VD\¶µto get your work out there, to µSUHVHQWZRUN¶as well as a µFKDQFHWRVHHZKDWRWher 
SHRSOHWKRXJKW¶and a µZD\RIH[SODLQLQJ\RXULGHDVDQGZRUNLQJRXWWKHRULHV¶%$$$ 
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Often the purposefulness of academic writing was articulated as a form of agency.  Statements 
referred to academic writing as µKHOSLQJ¶µJXLGLQJ¶µSHUVXDGLQJ¶µinspLULQJ¶ or µLQIRUPLQJ¶
the reader.   
  
Academic writing should help the reader in their own personal journey of thinking 
around the subject and inspire them to want to read more. (Valerie)   
  
,W¶VDERXWWDNLQJDVWDQFH,WKLQNDQGZRUNLQJWRZDUGVWU\LQJ to convince the reader 
of something. (Marie)  
  
When I read a piece of academic writing by anyone I am guided by the clarity of the 
writing and the rationale of the discussion. (Tim)   
  
This active relationship between the producers and consumers of academic writing calls up a  
Deleuzean subject who as writer and reader oIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJVLWVDOZD\VµLQ-EHWZHHQ¶:   
  
>«@ D IROGLQJ-in of external influences and a simultaneous unfolding outwards of 
affects. (Braidotti, 2000, p.159)  
  
$FDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV UHTXLUH DFDGHPLFZULWHUV WR µIROG¶ H[WHUQDO LQIOXHQFHV LQWR WKHLU
writing so that its external effects can in turn be unfolded (re-folded) outwards to their 
audiences.   
  
>«@P\DFDGHPLFZULWLQJLVIRURWKHUSHRSOHLQWHUHVWHGLQ the same areas as me. (Susan)  
  
This process of simultaneously enfolding the reader and writer into a disciplinary field through 
positionality or relatability legitimates acts of writing, as academic writing.  It reflects the idea 
that academic writing looks, not just towards a literal audience, but a symbolic one that evokes 
the field, instead of requiring actual readers to legitimate its existence.  As Zander writes:  
  
$FDGHPLFZULWLQJLVLQWHQVHO\SHUVRQDOEXWQHHGLQJRIDQDXGLHQFHZHOOµKDYLQJ¶DQDXGLHQFH
irrespective of whether it reaches them.  
  
This legitimisation by the field is what makes certain forms of academic writing µSXEOLVKDEOH¶
for Marie.    
  
I would love the chance to read widely and then put a publishable piece of writing 
together for others to read. (Marie)  
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Miriam is equally sure about the importance of audience in legitimising her work.   
  
In my work I am trying to be as clear as I can about my points of reference. That's all I 
can do.  It is up to the readers to decide the validity or otherwise of what I have written. 
(Miriam)   
  
I am writing for a purpose with a readership, that is, other people in mind (Gail)  
  
The µother people¶WKDW*DLO KDVµLQPLQG¶ are, of course, other academic readers and writers in 
her disciplinary field. Whilst Rose observes that:     
  
:ULWLQJIRUDQDFDGHPLFDXGLHQFHLQP\YLHZ>«@LVDYHU\VSHFLILFJHQUH.  
  
Gail and Rose accept that there are expected forms of writing that academic writers have to 
DGRSWFRQVFLRXVO\LIWKH\DUHWRJHWSXEOLVKHG$V+HDOH\¶VUHVHDUFKVXJJHVWHG%$ 
$ 
>«@ WKHUH LV D VWURQJ SHUFHSWLRQ DPRQJ >DFDGHPLF@ VWDII WKDW WKHUH DUH VLJQLILFDQW
differences among disciplines in what academics do and how these activities are 
described and valued. (p.173)  
  
Each discipline has a template/model for the kinds of writing that needs to conform to 
the necessary conventions. (Tim)   
  
Apart from begging the question µQHFHVVDU\¶for whom, it is clear that often academic writing 
needs to:  
  
>«@ILWWKHSDUDPHWHUVRIDFDGHPLFUHTXLUHPHQWV (Siobhan)   
  
This strong perception of what is required of academic writers was, superficially at least, a 
source of comfort and certainty as expressed in the next statement.  
  
As an academic writer writing for publication the university context provides a purpose 
for the writing and a structure. It also gives meaning to writing in terms of audience ± 
you generally know who will read your work and why. (Lucy)   
  
Here µXQLYHUVLW\FRQWH[W¶JLYHVSXUSRVHWR/XF\¶VDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ  The context and purpose 
RI/XF\¶V published work are mutually constitutive; they µJLYHPHDQLQJ¶to each other in terms 
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of the audience for the writing.  The sense in which Lucy knows why, and who, she is writing 
for also infer her recognition of the power and regulatory function exerted on academic writing 
in the academy through publication. However, despite this recognition, Lucy hints at an 
underlying uncertainty; \RXRQO\µJHQHUDOO\¶know who is reading your work and why.  As 
Alice writes:   
  
It can be hard to identify the audience for and appropriate routes to publication for 
what I most want to write.  
  
Alice reflects the anxiety that academic writers may experience about finding a fit between 
their own writing practices and the writing practices of others already established in their 
GLVFLSOLQDU\ ILHOG  7KLV µILW¶ LV LPSRUWDQW SUHFLVHO\ EHFDXVH DV GLVFXVVHG DERYH GRPLQDQW
academic writinJSUDFWLFHVDVPXFKDVWKHFRQWHQWRIDSLHFHGHFODUHDWH[W¶VUHODWLRQVKLSWR
its disciplinary field.  This affective, dialectic reading and writing relationship between writers 
and their audiences reflects how individuals in the Academy most commonly experience 
inclusion within their disciplinary fields.  Alice, perhaps for this reason, is uneasy about 
academic writing that leaves too much unsaid or implicit about its position.   
  
I specifically like writing that makes explicit the assumptions it is making, the 
SHUVSHFWLYHLWLVWDNLQJ>«@ZKLFKXVXDOO\DUHMXVWOHIWXQVDLGDQGXQTXHVWLRQHG7KHVH
assumptions often define the field of the writer/subject area but when not made explicit 
make it hard for the reader to make links with other fields. (Alice)  
  
Alice prefers academic writing that makes its position in the field clear and unambiguous, 
whilst suggesting simultaneously that she feels that often the reverse is the case.  She evokes a 
QRWLRQRIµILHOG¶DVDERXQGHGVSDFHWKDWDQ\LQVWDQce of academic writing inhabits, but which 
FDQ QRQHWKHOHVV EH OLQNHG WR µother fields¶  7KXV GLVFLSOLQDU\ ILHOGV DUH GHILQHG E\
µassumptions¶ IRU $OLFH µZKLFK XVXDOO\ DUH MXVW OHIW XQVDLG DQG XQTXHVWLRQHG¶.  This is 
interesting as it links to the earlier discussion in Chapters 4 and 5 about the tacitness that 
characterises academic writing practices in higher education.  It is a reminder that being able 
WRUHFRJQLVHHYHQLPSOLFLWDVVXPSWLRQVLVDVLJQWKDWRQHFDQUHDGWKHILHOGDOEHLWµthrough a 
glass darkly¶  7Kis suggest that an individual who is IXOO\ LQGXFWHG LQWR D GLVFLSOLQH¶V
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVZRXOGQRORQJHUQHHGWKHILHOG¶VWDFLWUXOHVWREHPDGHH[SOLFLWDV
they would have been completely internalised through recognition, mimesis and internalisation.  
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7.7.3 Status   
  
One of the ways that academic writing differentiates itself from other forms of writing is 
through its status within the Academy and beyond in wider society.   
  
Writing for journals gives me a profile and reputation which may lead to relevant work.  
(Den)  
  
*HWWLQJ SXEOLVKHG HVSHFLDOO\ LQ ZKDW LV RIWHQ UHIHUUHG WR DV WKH µright¶ MRXUQDOV LV
overwhelmingly seen as proof in the Academy (for various reasons described below), that 
individual academics are bone fide academic writers and higher education professionals.  The 
necessity to get published was reflected in the frequent use in statements by participants of 
imperatives like, µ, need to publish¶µ,KDYHWRJHWP\ZULWLQJSXEOLVKHGLQWKHULJKWMRXUQDOV¶ 
and µLW¶VH[SHFWHGRIPHDQG,H[SHFWRIP\VHOI¶   
  
Participants wereKRZHYHUDFXWHO\DZDUHWKDWµSUHVWLJLRXV¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQGWKHVWDWXV
that it confers  on professional academic writer, was more abRXWJHWWLQJSXEOLVKHGLQWKHµULJKW¶
or most esteemed publications, not the quality or content of the writing itself.   
  
I feel very much a failure in regards to writing for journals which is so important for 
me now. I submitted and re-submitted to one quite prestigious journal but no luck ± I 
think I aimed too high and I have learnt a valuable lesson about writing to appeal to 
FHUWDLQMRXUQDOV>«@(Marie)   
  
, DP VWLOO ILQGLQJ RXW ZKDW MRXUQDOV ZDQW >«@ZKLFK LV LPSRUWDQW DV , QHHG WR JHW
published in the right publications. (Bob)   
  
Anxiety about impact citation or impact analysis, the effect it has had on the status of 
knowledge in the Academy and the corresponding heirarchisation of journals it creates is 
common in higher education.   Zander, for example, drew attention to the fact that academic 
status has nothing to do with the size of readership for his work.   
  
I am aware of my so-FDOOHGµKLJKHU¶DQGµORZHU¶VWDWXVZULWLQJLQVLPSOHWHUPVWKH
books I write which have most readers are of lower status than those of higher status, 
that is journals and academic books  which have comparatively  very few readers. 
(Zander)  
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Whilst Miriam was frustrated that her writing for online publications was not taken as seriously 
as work published in more established, paper-based journals:  
  
,WGRHVQ¶WVHHPWRPDWWHUZKDWRUKRZRIWHQ\RXJHWSXEOLVKHGRQOLQH3HRSOHDUHRQO\
LQWHUHVWHGLQPRUHHVWDEOLVKHGMRXUQDOV,RIWHQJHWDVNHGE\P\PDQDJHUZK\,GRQ¶W
WU\WRJHWVRPHWKLQJSXEOLVKHGLQRQHRIWKHPRUHSUHVWLJLRXVMRXUQDOV>«@WKHIDFW is I 
NQRZWKH\ZRXOGQRWSXEOLVKWKHVRUWRIVWXII,ZDQWWRZULWHVR,GRQ¶WERWKHUEHFDXVH
what is the point!   
  
This comment reflects the current debate, most of it conducted predictably on the Internet, in 
digital journals like http://www.hybridpedagogy.com/, and blogs such as  
http://theory.cribchronicles.com/2014/04/27/what-counts-as-academic-influence-online, about 
the reasons why (for and against) open-access, digital journals should be deemed less 
prestigious than more traditional paper-based journals by many in academia.   
  
This bias against online journals, as Miriam suggests, may be less about the quality of what is 
published online and more to do with ideas about how traditional publishing is constituted 
through discourse in particular ways, especially with regard to academic writing practices and 
the disciplinary power that they exert.  The implications that the inevitable, and for many 
welcome, increase in open access publishing might have for the potential proliferation of 
alternative academic writing practices is fascinating and will hopefully inform future research 
into academic writing and professional publishing in diverse digital spaces.  As discussed 
already, it is clear that traditionally journal editors do operate as gatekeepers, not only in terms 
of what academics are writing about but, more importantly for this study, how they write.  Their 
powerful position in the higher education knowledge economy is confirmed by the fact that 
academics also want, and need, to get published in certain journals in their field. As Cope and 
Kalantzis (2009) note therefore, (ironically in the First Monday online journal), far from being 
a neutral conduit for knowledge, the professional academic publication system defines the 
social processes through which academic  knowledge is made, giving in the process,  a tangible 
form to legitimated knowledges.  
  
7KHLPSRUWDQFHRISURGXFLQJWKHµULJKW¶NLQGVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJFDQDOVREHGLVFHUQHGLQWKH
prominence attached to the Research Excellence Framework (REF) that measures, ranks and 
ILQDQFLDOO\UHZDUGVDFDGHPLFZULWLQJµRXWSXWV¶IURPDFDGHPLFV8QLYHUVLWies who appear at 
the top of the REF tables are regarded as high status, typified by the self-selected Russell Group 
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that comprises 24 top-ranking research intensive universities.  It is therefore not surprising that 
increasingly academics across the sector focus on those types of academic writing that are   
µ5()DEOH¶.  As Ball (2013) states:  
  
We are burdened with the responsibility to perform, and if we do not we are in danger 
of being seen as irresponsible (p.138).   
  
The growing funding significance aWWDFKHGWR5()SXEOLFDWLRQVDQGµWKLUGVWUHDP¶ELGZULWLQJ
has arguably contributed to a new type of commodified higher education knowledge 
economy (Avis, 2012; Biesta, 2010), which  academics are  often very aware of and want to 
be part of.    
  
,DPLQWHUHVWHGLQZULWLQJDERXWZKDWHYHULQWHUHVWVPHEXW,¶YHWRNHHSLQPLQGWKDWIRU
my career progression I have to keep focused on my main area of interest if I am to be 
entered for the RE F which is very important for me at this stage in my career as an 
academic.  (Luis)  
  
 >«@now I have enough for the RE F I can relax. (Tim)    
  
You have to think about what you can place and where, thinking about that takes up a 
lot of time especially when you are new to the business of publishing. (Miriam)   
  
MorHWKDQDQ\WKLQJHOVHDJRRG5()UDWLQJVLJQDOVXSDQDFDGHPLF¶VVWDWXVDQGILQDQFLDOYDOXH
to their institution, and in an ever more competitive higher education environment academics 
often feel pressure to protect their market position by maintaining the perceived value of their 
writing outputs.   
  
0\RXWSXWVDUHYDOXDEOHWRP\PDQDJHUVHYHQLI,GLGQ¶WZDQWWRZULWHIRUSXEOLFDWLRQ,
would find it difficult to justify not doing so >«@$ODQ 
  
Keeping focused on the REF is also about meeting internal demands, demands that weighed 
heavily on some of the more established academic writers in the study, who were under constant 
pressure to contribute to departmental targets, or the REF.  
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7.7.4 Originality  
  
In academia, original contributions to any disciplinary field are a key component of doctoral 
and professional academic writing, usually justified on the basis that this is the only way to 
build new disciplinary knowledge.  However, the importance attached to originality and the 
production of new knowledge, troubles the deeply rooted idea that academic writing and 
thinking requires extensive reading and reference, even deference, to the work of other writers.  
2ULJLQDOLW\LQWKDWVHQVHPLJKWEHEHWWHUH[SUHVVHGDVµDFODLPIRUSRZHU¶%DOOp.13) 
within a disciplinary field.   
  
There is a common perception that academic writing should be about identifying or articulating 
VRPHWKLQJQHZRUµRULJLQDO¶ZLWKLQDGLVFLSOLQDU\ILHOG 
  
Academic writing should bring something new to the table. (Lucy)   
  
In academic writing I look for what knowledge was being contributed that is different 
to what else has been written in the same field. (Valerie)  
  
I know that writing for journals is somehow different from other kinds of writing ± it 
makes a stance, offers a claim to knowledge, offers something new. (Siobhan)  
  
However, this entrenched belief in newness and originality, as a defining principle of academic 
writing, LV SUREOHPDWLF EHFDXVH LW XVXDOO\ SUHVXPHV WKDW µQHZ¶ LGHDV HPHUJH LQ LQGLYLGXal 
acadHPLFV¶PLQGVDVVHSDUDWHDQGGLVWLQFWHQWLWLHV 3DUDGR[LFDOO\RQHFDQDUJXHWKDW µQHZ¶
ideas, like the academic writing practices used to express them, actually emerge and are 
FRQWH[WXDOLVHGE\DQLQGLYLGXDO¶VZLGHUUHDGLQJDFURVVWKHGLVFLSOLQDU\ILHOG  Knowledge of 
the field may subsequently enable individuals to move beyond reified, striated spaces, creating 
Deleuzean lines of flight into more unpredictable discursive spaces.  This does not, however, 
constitute wholly original thought in the traditional sense.  Perhaps Marie is nearer the mark 
when she says academic writing is about:   
  
>«@XVLQJIDPLOLDULQIRUPDWLRQLQDQHZZD\SHUKDSV (Marie)    
  
0RUHH[DFWO\0DULH¶VSRLQWVXJJHVWVWKDWLQGLYLGXDOVDFWXDOO\WDNHXSQHZSRVLWLRQVLQUHODWLRQ
to others working in the field, rather than create totally new epistemes or knowledge.  The 
traditional individuated cognitive model of originality also belies the extent to which ideas are 
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GHYHORSHGWKURXJKDIRUPRIµLQWHUWKLQNLQJ¶0HUFHUH[SUHVVHGDWWKHOHYHORIUHDGLQJ
and writing as intertextuality or entextualisation.  It might, therefore, be more accurate to 
suggest that, so called, µQHZ¶LGHDVDUHPRUHOLNHK\EULGVIXVLRQVRUEOHQGVRIH[LVWLQJLGHDV
and discourse positions available with a disciplinary field.   
  
Lastly, the notion of originality in academic qualitative research is not just about mediating 
new or original insights into studied phenomena, more precisely it is arguably an articulation 
of a writer or UHVHDUFKHU¶VVXEMHFWLYHH[SHULHQFHRIWKHLUFKRVHQUHVHDUFKSKHQRPHQDZKLFK
may have been experienced by other researchers, albeit differently).  In this sense,  originality 
can be recast as a product of ontology and subjectivity, and as such it can be viewed as 
inherently unstable, temporary and multiple.   
  
7.8 Performativity and the Professional Academic W riting Self    
  
The tangle of personal interests, institutional demands, disciplinary boundaries and professional 
responsibilities reflect ZKDW /DUQHU  S FDOOV WKH µPHVV\ DFWXDOLWLHV¶ LQIOXHQFLQJ
strategies of neoliberal subject formation. Lecturers deploy WKHVHµPHVV\DFWXDOLWLHV¶as they 
navigate their way through an increasingly complex and unpredictable higher education work 
environment.  In this very competitive work environment, lecturers increasingly face the 
µWHUURUVRISHUIRUPDWLYLW\¶%DOOSand experience constant struggles over academic 
µODERXU SURFHVVes¶ $YLV  S   )RU H[DPSOH /HD DQG 6WLHUHU   KDYH
FRPPHQWHGLQGHWDLORQWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQOHFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDOLGHQWLWLHVDQGDFDGHPLF
writing practices in higher education, stressing the extent to which those professional identities 
are bound up with producing and working on everyday documents in the higher education 
workplace.  
  
The difficulties establishing a professional academic writing identity in such a complex, 
writing-focussed work environment are obvious.  For example, any distinction between 
academic writing practices and writing identities and any other possible writing practices and 
writing identities is significant.  This is because many lecturers are involved regularly in other 
writing practices and have been proficient in other professional writing practices in previous 
jobs in addition to any academic writing they may produce as lecturers in higher education.  
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Individuals may, therefore, at any time, draw on to different discoursal selves/or writing 
identities (Ivanic, 1998).  For example, Zander states:  
  
%HLQJDµZULWHU¶LVWKHVHGD\VYHU\PXFKDSDUWRIZKR,DP,JXHVVLWDOZD\VKDVEHHQ
and publication validates this, particularly to others.    
  
This statement raises questions about the conditionality and provisionality of the relationship 
EHWZHHQ WKLV OHFWXUHU¶VSURIHVVLRQDO LGHQWLW\ DFDGHPLFZULWLQJDQGKLV RWKHUZULWLQJ VHOYHV
The use of inverted commas around the word µZULWHU¶ FRXOGVLJQDOXS=DQGHU¶VXQHDVHZLWKWKH
term.  Perhaps µZULWHU¶ when applied to his sense of self is, in this instance at least, perceived 
WREHDVVXPHGRUDFTXLUHGLQWKHVHQVHWKDW*HHXVHVWKHWHUPµDFTXLUHGLGHQWLW\¶$V
such it appears not to be entirely owned by Zander.  One may infer that he resists the term, or 
perhaps what he thinks it says about him (in this research context, or to others in the field?).  
Zander could be reacting against the notion of the progressively marketised, neoliberal higher 
education sector which has created whDW*HH+XOODQG/DQNVKHDUKDYHFDOOHGDµQHZ
work-RUGHU¶LQWKDWKHGRHVQRWZDQWWRGHILQHKLPVHOIXQOLNH/XLVDVDZULWHUVROHO\LQZRUN
terms. Luis, on the other hand states unequivocally that academic writing is for him:   
  
An essential part of how I perceive my role as an academic.    
  
In this statement Luis positions himself in the µfigured world of academia¶ (Bartlett and 
+ROODQGDVDQµDFDGHPLF¶EHFDXVHKH feels he has the ability to write academically.  This 
reflects the discussion in Chapter 4, about how the production of academic writing crucially 
informs the construction of a professional identity for many academics.  There is an implicit 
recognition for Luis, as with Zander, that academic writing is an essential component of an 
assumed, or conferred, professional academic identity, embodied in the cultivation and 
recognition of, an externally predicated academic writing self.  This academic writing self is 
constructed, legitimised and policed by wider dominant higher discourses and communities, 
mainly through conferment of a doctorate and/or publication.    
As part of the new work order in higher education, lecturers are involved in many different 
writing activities as part of their everyday professional lives (Stierer, 2006; Stierer and Lea, 
2009, 2011).  
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I feel writing is a massive part of the job and thinking about it I probably write for many 
different audiences every week.  For example module summary reports, a plethora of 
validation documents, preparing slides and writing cameos and case studies, writing 
articles and book chapters, references for students.  You need to be able to turn your 
hand to many different styles and types of writing. (Gail)   
  
*DLO¶V VWDWHPHQW HSLWRPLVHVZKDW*HH  FDOOV D µVKDSH-shifting SRUWIROLR SHUVRQ¶ZKR
HPHUJHVRXWRIDQµDFDGHPLFZULWLQJLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶+HUVHQVHRIKHUSURIHVVLRQDO
ZULWLQJKDELWXVGHWDLOVWKHPXOWLSOHZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVWKDWVKHµneeds¶WRµWXUQKHUKDQGWR¶.  This 
is an interesting idiom as it could suggest a lack of professional training and or preparedness, 
\HWLWDFNQRZOHGJHVWKHUHLVDQHHGWREHYHU\UHVSRQVLYHWRZKDWHYHUWKHMREµWKURZVDW\RX¶
to be infinitely adaptable and responsive.  Gail is aware that she has many µGLIIHUHQWDXGLHQFHV¶ 
for her professional academic writing work.  Her writing must communicate with students, 
peers, managers and editors and all these audiences have to be catered for with different writing 
practices, mediated through multiple instances of social interaction.  For each writing practice 
the audience can and will change, different students require different materials, different 
journals and editors like different types of articles and the bureaucratic demands made on 
lecturers are always shifting.  
  
Teaching requires a degree of precision in communicating with students, writing for 
journals and books is a further step up the writing ladder. (Peter)  
  
As Ball writes:  
  
In modern higher education the lecturer increasingl\UHVHPEOHVDµQHR-OLEHUDOVXEMHFW¶
who is malleable rather than committed, flexible rather than principled. (Ball, 2012, 
p.139)  
  
Lecturers working in a teaching-intensive institution (such as the research setting) are often 
expected to be generalist academics not subject-specialists.  This meant that they often had 
difficulty locating themselves in recognised academic writing discourses or disciplines.   
  
,¶PQRWVXUHDERXWP\VSHFLDOLVP± not sure I have one anymore! (Marie)  
  
>LW¶V@FRQVWDQWO\changing«7LP 
  
,WGRHVQ¶WILWFRPIRUWDEO\LQDER[ZKLFKKDVFDXVHGPHGLIILFXOWLHVGLOHPPDVDVIDUDV
writing goes. (Alice)  
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Under such pressure it is perhaps to be expected that:   
  
>@ µVXFFHVVIXO¶DXWKHQWLFDFDGHPLF LGHQWLWLHVDUH UHQGHUHG LQVHcure, temporary and 
risky within contemporary higher education (Archer, 2008, p.392).  
  
The additional requirement to be flexible and adaptable to constantly changing teaching 
demands created tension around the pressure exerted on individuals to produce, or at least 
become engaged in, academic writing for research and/or publishing, in addition to keeping on 
top of the other writing-based tasks that Gail refers to above.   
  
The bread and butter of my job is teaching; but I am also required to produce academic 
ZULWLQJWKLVIRUPHLVYHU\VHSDUDWHIURPP\WHDFKLQJ>«@0\FXUUHQWZULWLQJSURMHFWV
KDYHIHZSRLQWVRIFRQWDFWZLWKWKHVXEMHFWVRIP\WHDFKLQJ,GRQ¶WVHHWKLVVLWXDWLRQDV
helpful as I am not able to benefit from a synergy between the two activities. Teaching 
a subject and writing about it both contribute to greater quality of both. (Alice)  
  
Alice makes clear here a distinction between writing for teaching purposes and writing for other 
academic purposes, such as research and/or publication.  Despite recognising how crucial 
academic writing, and being seen to be an academic writer, is to the establishment of a 
professional identity for many academics, it is often difficult to find the time to do it in addition 
to the other demands of the job.  
  
I need to write [for work] more but I have a lack of time in and out of work. (Valerie) 
My spare time is often spent on other workload issues which makes writing seem like 
just another job sometimes even though I enjoy doing it. (Luis)   
  
I like to think of myself as an aspiring academic writer, I enjoy writing but I find it hard 
work and need time (which I rarely have) to concentrate on and refine my ideas. (Ian)   
  
The demands of my job are immense, some days, after trying to write for several hours 
I find I have only written 50 words!  (Susan)  
  
,ILQGLWTXLWHGLIILFXOWWRJHWJRLQJWREHKRQHVWDV,¶PHDVLO\GLVWUDFWHGEXWRQFH,JHWLQ
DIORZWKHQ,¶PRND\%RE 
  
I enjoy writing and much of it has been done in my own time as there is so little time 
within work hours for the thought and depth needed to develop academic writing. 
(Rose)  
  
Even for established academics, the need to take or find time to grapple with academic practices 
is ever-present.  As discussed in the next section, writing for academic purposes is a 
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complicated and mercurial business requiring constant negotiation and re-negotiation of 
disciplinary expectations and conventions.  However, Lee and Boud (2003) found that in 
comparison with staff working in the more traditional research-intensive universities, lecturers 
working in post-1992 institutions were given less time and fewer opportunities to develop their 
academic writing.   
  
7.8.1 Fear of Failure and not making the Grade   
  
Because academic writing often functions as an embodiment of professional identity, attacks 
RQ RQH¶V DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ DUH RIWHQ SHUFHLYHG DV DQ DWWDFN RQ RQH¶V VHQVH RI VHOI DV DQ
academic.  Academics are, not surprisingly, often worried about making the grade, or being 
validated as professional academic writers, especially with regard to how their academic 
writing might be received publically.  
  
I feel defensive about my work because my writing ± the product of all this thought and 
effort always contrasts so badly compared with what I feel. (Miriam)  
  
I fear that anything I write will be criticised. (Susan)  
  
I still lack confidence in my writing and my ability to orally justify/defend it, I expect I 
would benefit from going a bit more public though. Writing is a very personal activity 
and criticism must be given sensitively but I still lack confidence in my writing and my 
ability to orally justify/defend it. (Alice)   
  
,KDYH WR µFRQIHVV¶ WRP\HPRWLRQDOUHVSRQVH WRUHYLHZHUV¶FRPPHQWVRQP\ MRXUQDO
VXEPLVVLRQV>«@WKH\FDQVHHPKDUVK/RQD 
  
I worry about what peers might think of my ideas, and see weakness in my arguments. 
(Alan)  
  
Female lecturers, in particular, are often very self-depreciating about claiming any status for 
their academic writing (Archer, 2008).  
  
I am always writing with a certain amount of trepidation about how my work will be 
received. (Susan)    
  
I have a constant fear of disappointment that the work will not be good enough. (Helen)   
  
I have a fear of failure and worrying that anything I write will be criticised. (Alice)   
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,KDYHQ¶WUHDOO\µDUULYHG¶\HWDVDZULWHUZLWKLQWKHXQLYHUVLW\FRQWH[W>«@,IHHOYHU\
much a failure in this aspect >«@,ZRXOGORYHWKHFKDQFHWRUHDGZLGHO\DQGWKHQSXW
a publishable piece of writing together. (Marie)   
  
The  issue of how some men and women react differently to the demands of performativity and 
its relation to professional academic writing practices raises many important issues that could 
form the basis for future research projects in this area.    
  
I struggle to get emotional distance from my writing, thought I know I should. (Alice)   
  
I often feel blocked when trying to write a piece. This can be very upsetting and it used 
to bother me more though than it does now.  I have got used to it. (Den)   
  
What is frustrating is that I always write from emotion.  The stuff I want to write about 
has a moral dimension and I am often propelled by outrage. (Darren)  
   
I am always elated when feedback from peers on my work is positive and desolate when 
it is not. (Jill)  
  
I often feel that I have put everything of myself into a piece of writing; I am both 
invigorated and exhausted by the effort of doing that. I want to stop being like this. I 
want, if truth be told, to be able to just churn stuff out that meets the grade that would 
be great. (Miriam)   
  
Traditionally, little attention has been paid to the holistic, emotional experience of writing, 
which involves issues of identity and wider social/cultural contexts to acts of writing.    
However, one can argue that these statements of emotion create a stutter in the more dominant 
idea that academic writing should be the product of rational and dispassionate thought. In 
comparison the powerful emotions invoked to describe feelings about trying to produce 
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJVXFKDVµfrustration¶ µoutrage¶DQGµexhaustion¶EHDUZLWQHVVWRWKHLQWHQVLW\
and personal nature of the academic writing experience.    
  
7KHVHVSODVKHVRIHPRWLRQDUHUHDOµKRWVSRWV¶LQWKHGDWD7KH\UHSUHVHQWWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIWKH
affective domain, which connects academic writing in higher education rhizomically with a 
whole concatenation of dominant discourses in academia.  To fail at academic writing at this 
SURIHVVLRQDO VWDJH LQ RQH¶V OLIH LV WR IDLO IRUPDQ\ DV DQ DFDGHPLF  7KH DIIHFWLYH GRPDLQ
JHVWXUHVWRDKHDUWIHOWLGHQWLILFDWLRQEHWZHHQWKHDFWRIZULWLQJDQGLQGLYLGXDOV¶VHQVHRIVHOI
As discussed in Chapters 6 and 8, postmodern approaches to academic writing practices seek 
to celebrate the relationship between emotion and subjectivities around writing in and for the 
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Academy.  In their work on academics, Lee and Boud (2003) found that in the workshops they 
held academic writing constantly emerged as a:   
  
>«@ WRXFKVWRQH IRU WKH VXUIDFLQJ RIPDQ\PDMRU TXHVWLRQV FRQFHUQLQJ LGHQWLW\ DQG
change. Issues of fear and desire worked together to impact often dramatically on 
images of personal competence. (p.197)  
  
Acknowledging this kind of effect raises some interesting questions about relationships 
EHWZHHQDQDFDGHPLFZULWHU¶VVXEMHFWLYLW\DQGWKHGRPLQDQWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVWKH\
are working within.  These matters are revisited in Chapter 8, both through scrutiny of the very 
personal experience of producing this piece of academic writing, and a wider discussion about 
future possible developments for academic writing development in higher education.  
  
7.8.2 Performativity and professional capital   
  
Most text-books on the subject of academic writing are broadly utilitarian in their approach to 
the writing process, stressing the importance of planning and structure and a need to be 
organised and clear.  The language these books use predictably echoes order words familiar 
from the definitions of academic writing discussed in previous sections; namely clarity, 
audience, field and status.  Even sympathetic advice given by influential writers like Murray 
(2005), and Murray and Moore (2006) advocates separating professional academic writing 
SUDFWLFHVIURPSHUVRQDOIHHOLQJVDQGRQH¶VVHQVHRIVHOIDVDZULWHU 
  
8VLQJ D PRUH SHUVRQDO IUDPHZRUN =DQGHU VWDWHV DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ LV µSDUW RI ZKR , DP¶ 
DQGµKDVDOZD\VEHHQ¶3HUKDSVIRUKLPWKHUHDUHZD\VLQZKLFKEHLQJDµZULWHU¶SURGucing 
certain types of writing) is a part of his identity that he struggles with.  Perhaps there is a clue 
DERXWZKLFKZULWLQJ LGHQWLW\ KH LV UHIHUULQJ WRZKHQKH DVVHUWV µpublication validates this, 
particularly to others¶ZKLFKVXJJHVWVWKDWWKHµZULWHU¶ZKLFKKHKDVSODFHGZLWKLQLQYHUWHG
FRPPDVLVDSURIHVVLRQDOZULWLQJLGHQWLW\YDOLGDWHGE\SXEOLFDWLRQQRWWKHµUHDO¶ZULWHUWKDWKH
also thinks he is when writing creatively (not professionally or for different non-academic 
professional fields).  The µRWKHUV¶ZKRFDUHVRµSDUWLFXODUO\¶DERXWSXEOLFDWLRQDUHDFDGHPLF
DXGLHQFHVZKRVHDSSUREDWLRQDFFHSWDQFHOHJLWLPDWHV=DQGHU¶VLGHQWLW\DVDQDFDGHPLFZULWHU
This is in comparison to any approbation/acceptance that he might receive for other kinds of 
writing that he undertakes, which do not affect, or reflect, upon his legitimisation as an 
academic writer.  
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Professional academic writing practices emerge in this study as a very public act, as engaging 
LQ UHVHDUFK DQG FRQWULEXWLQJ WR MRXUQDOV DUH FUXFLDO DWWULEXWHV LQIRUPLQJ OHFWXUHUV¶ VWDWXV DV
legitimised academic writers.  They are definitely a passport to academic employment, status 
research and professional capital, which reaches its zenith through external publishing.  As 
outlined in Chapter 5, one can argue that within an increasingly commodified knowledge 
economy the production of legitimated academic writing primarily functions to embody and 
VLJQLI\ LQGLYLGXDO OHFWXUHU¶V LQWHOOHFWXDO capital, professional identity and status.  Academic 
writing is traditionally defined through participation in two professional writing practices, 
namely qualitative educational research and/or writing for journals (rather than say producing 
teaching materLDOV IRU VWXGHQWV  7KH FRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ µVXFFHVVIXO¶ DQG µDXWKHQWLF¶
DFDGHPLF LGHQWLWLHV¶DQG WKHSURGXFWLRQRIµVXFFHVVIXO¶DQGµDXWKHQWLF¶DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ LQ
journals and books is unequivocal.   
  
<HVEHFDXVH,¶YHKDGVWXIISXEOLVKHGLQDFDGHPLFjournals. (Alice)  
  
Yes, I am someone who produces academic writing in terms of books and journal 
articles. (Lucy)  
  
<HV,ZULWH>«@MRXUQDODUWLFOHV>«@FKDSWHUV,DPORRNLQJWRZDUGVZULWLQJDERRNDW
the moment. (Darren)  
  
<HV>«@LWLVSDUWRIP\UHmit is to produce articles/books about the research I have 
done. (Rose)  
  
I think it is a part of our job to produce academic writing. (Susan)   
  
Yes, I am involved in editing a journal and books and am being asked to peer review by 
publishers as well as working collaboratively on publications. (Ian)   
  
To insiders the content of academic journals indicates membership of a particular sub-section 
of any disciplinary field (and often a rejection or refutation of other competing sub-sections of 
that field).  Arguably however, one could simply know that an article had appeared in a 
particular journal for the above to be signified (or at least assumed).  Actually reading the article 
would not be required; it is where the article appears that allows it WREHµUHDG¶RUXQGHUVWRRG
in the wider economy of academic capital.   
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EYHQ WKHSURGXFWLRQRI µQHZ¶NQRZOHGJHKDV WREHYDOLGDWHGDQG OHJLWLPLVHG WKURXJK ILHOG-
congruent academic writing practices that academics draw on deliberately.  
  
When producing academic articles, I reach for a tone that claims authority through the 
way I use language. (Darren)  
  
My work is becoming more accessible I think this has been helped by my editing a 
journal and books and being asked to peer review by publishers as well as working 
collaboratively on publications. (Peter)  
  
Published academic writing in this sense is not just written to be read, it also functions as a 
multiple signifier of expertise, legitimacy and knowledge, both within and outside of 
academia:   
  
>«@,HYHQWXDOO\UHDOLVHGWKDWYLUWXDOO\QRRQHUHDGVLWDQGHYHQIHZHUDUHPRYHGWR
comment.  (Alan)   
  
Outside higher education, academic journals have an important role as they operate as vehicles 
for esteemed forms of writing and knowledge (conferred through their association as products 
RIKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ 7KLVKLJKVWDWXVHQVXUHVDFDGHPLF MRXUQDOV¶Vymbolic cultural power, 
even outside academia, irrespective of what any of their contributors are actually writing.  As 
Lillis (2012) writes:   
  
>«@ZULWLQJIRUSXEOLFDWLRQLVODUJHO\WDNHQDVDJLYHQ>KRZHYHU@WKHVSHFLILF
workings, meanings and consequences of this activity at national and transnational 
levels tend to remain invisible. (p.695)  
  
The assumed rigour and legitimacy of the peer reviewed journal article rely, like so many of 
the assumptions underpinning the legitimacy of qualitative educational research discussed in 
Chapter 6, on the scientific, rationalist credentials of the act of reviewing.  
  
You have to be prepared to take criticism; sometimes it can be brutal. (Miriam)  
  
The system of peer reviewing books and journals is a manifestation of how academic writing 
practices help maintain dominant discourses in disciplinary fields and their different forms of 
knowledge production.  Cope and Kantartzis (2009) maintain that:  
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The system of peer review is a pivotal point in the knowledge design process: the 
moment at which textual representations of knowledge are independently evaluated. To 
this point, knowledge work is of no formal significance beyond the private activities of 
a researcher or intellectual. Peer review is required as a critical step towards their 
knowledge becoming socially validated, confirmed as knowledge±of±note and made 
more widely available knowledge. (http://firstmonday.org/article/view/2309/2163 
 
However, in one way, anonymous peer reviewing only make sense if academic writing is 
viewed through the very limiting autonomous model critiqued in Chapter 3.  Maclure argues 
that:  
  
>«@V\VWHPDWLFUHYLHZ>«@DVVXPHVWKDWPHDQLQJRUHYLGHQFHUHVLGHVµLQ¶WH[WVDnd 
with the right procedures can be forced up to the surface and stripped of rhetoric ± of 
those traces of argument and interpretation that render meaning variable, incomplete, 
partly tacit and always entangled with the interests and personal histories of those who 
are doing the reading. For the proponents of systematic review, as for advocates of the 
return to scientific methods in educational research, interpretation and argument are 
problematic. Maclure (2006, p.3)  
  
Lesley DQG5RVH¶Vstatements on their experiences of reviewing reflect many of the points made 
by MacLure about how the review process attempts to enforce systematic and correct criteria 
on academic writing.  Both are looking for predictable indicators of academic writing, as 
discussed in seFWLRQµ$FDGHPLF ZULWLQJDVSUDFWLFH¶S).   
  
I enjoy the challenge of doing it. I look for clarity of expression, succinct writing, 
grammatical accuracy as well as checking whether the rationale of ideas/research 
seems sound. I am always a bit tentative, thinking that it is only fair to express things 
in a considerate manner. On the other hand the process and my part in it has to be 
rigorous if it is to serve its purpose. (Lesley)  
  
I am often asked to review journal articles, books and book proposals. I look for 
clarity of meaning in a succinct form. Sometimes it is difficult, especially when you 
know someone has put their heart into something and the writing is poor. (Rose)    
  
They both, however, acknowledge the issues that an idealised, purely rational approach to 
UHYLHZLQJRWKHUSHRSOH¶VDFDGHPLFZULWLQJUDLVH /HVOH\ IRUH[DPSOH LVDOZD\Vµtentative¶
DERXWPDNLQJMXGJHPHQWVZKLOVW5RVHILQGVLWVRPHWLPHVµdifficult¶WRVLPSO\GLVPLVVZULWLQJ
that does not appear to meet externally imposed standards.  However, neither questions the 
RUWKRGR[LHVWKH\DUHEHLQJDVNHGWRDSSO\/HVOH\LVNHHQWREHVHHQDVµrigorous¶DQG5RVH
UHJDUGVZULWLQJWKDWIDLOVWRPDNHWKHJUDGHDVµpoor¶ 
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Academics who wish to get published understand that they have to be aware of nuanced 
differences between journals and editors that are often difficult for neophyte contributors to 
identity or grasp.  The whole process of working out what journal editors want or expect can, 
and does, differ from journal to conference, and even within specific publications expectations 
will change over time.  For example, as well as having some of the special knowledge that John 
PHQWLRQVLQKLVTXRWHDERXWµLQVLGHUWUDGLQJ¶ made above, other participants discussed the need 
to write oneself in to a particular writing style in order to get published, or to have a number of 
different writing styles that one could draw on for publishing purposes.   
  
I have learnt to revisit writing and rework it to meet the demands of different publishing 
contexts. (Darren).    
  
'HPDQGVDUHYDULHG>«@EXW,HQMR\WKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRZULWHGLIIHUHQWO\DQGVHHLILW
still gets published. (John)  
  
Martha was determined to begin with what she wanted to say as the main impulse for writing:    
  
[...] one of the key purposes of producing academic writing is how it is going to be 
UHFHLYHG>«@VRLWLVGHILQLWHO\DLPHGDWDQDXGLHQFHDOWKRXJK,FDQ¶WZULWHZLWKDWDUJHW
journal in mind, I can write my ideas and then think about that afterwards maybe and 
adapt things, so what does that mean; it means the audience comes along afterwards 
but I have to write it for me first. (Martha)  
  
2IFRXUVHRQHFDQDUJXHWKDWWKHUHLVQRZD\RINQRZLQJZKRLVUHDGLQJRQH¶VZRUNLQMRXUQDOV
even less why they would be doing so, or what they would make of it.  This is a point raised 
more equivocally by Marie who wrote:   
  
Who is going to read the MRXUQDOV",ILW¶VDOOUDWKHUµUDUHILHG¶± good content couched 
in long and erudite text ± ZKRZLOODFFHVVLWDQGLVQ¶WWKDWZK\ZULWLQJLVZULWWHQ"7REH
UHDG",IQRWWKHQLW¶VEDFNWRSOD\LQJWKHJDPHDQGWKHQ,ORVHLQWHUHVW.  
  
7KHVSHFLILFLW\RIµacadHPLFUHTXLUHPHQWV¶alluded to earlier by other participants, are called 
µUDUHILHG¶by Marie.  Her use of the inverted commas is interesting; is Marie suggesting that 
this is how others see such writing, or is it how Marie herself perceives academic writing for 
journals?  If it is the latter then perhaps she is hedging her bets,  as the inverted commas suggest 
a provisional classification; the µUDUHILHG¶signifiers that she alludes to , moreover,  are typically 
vague, comprising µJRRGFRQWHQW¶ and µORQJDQG HUXGLWHWH[W¶ 
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Marie not only asks who will read the journals, but how will they be accessed.  This is a 
fundamental question central to why anybody bothers to write in academic journals:   
  
    >«@LVQ¶WWKDWZK\ZULWLQJLVZULWWHQ"7REHUHDG" 
  
7KLVLVVXHRISXEOLVKHGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJV¶LQDFFHVVLELOLW\DQGUHOHYDQFHWRWKHZRUOGRXWVLGH
academia is a pertinent one:   
  
2KLW¶VYHU\FORVHG,PHDQ\RXKDYHWRDVN\RXUVHOIE\WKHVDPHGHILQLWLRQZH¶UHLQ
this closed environment where we read and aUHSHHUVWRHDFKRWKHU¶VZRUNEXWPD\EH
you have to ask the question; who outside that environment accesses our writing?  (Bob)  
  
For Marie, if nobody reads the work that she publishes in journals then it is just µEDFNWRSOD\LQJ
WKHJDPH¶that has to be played according to certain pre-GHWHUPLQHGµUXOHV DQGUHJXODWLRQV¶,f 
SXEOLVKLQJLQMRXUQDOVLVMXVWDERXWVLJQLILHUVZKLFKFRQVWLWXWHµWKHJDPH¶LQVWHDGRIWKHZRUN
itself, which she has invested with personal meaning, then she µORVHVLQWHUHVW¶This is perhaps 
RQHRI%DOO¶VVPDOODFWVRIUHVLVWDQFH#ZLWKWKHLUµGLIIHUHQWSXUSRVHVDQGSRVVLELOLWLHV¶
(p.32) as discussed in Chapter 5.  
  
Marie, however, is clear that she has to publish and that she would like to be published.  
  
I think there are huge demands on me to write and the fact that I am not getting 
SXEOLVKHGLVDSUREOHP>@,UHDOLVH,QHHGWRµSOD\WKHJDPH¶WRJHWSXEOLVKHGLQD
MRXUQDODUWLFOH>EXW@,¶PQRWYHU\JRRGDWSOD\LQJWKHJDPHDQGVRWKHGHPDQGVDUH
high! (Marie)  
  
Nonetheless, she positions herself as non-compliant with the idea of just producing academic 
writing for publication because she has to, or because other people want her to or think she 
should, or because it could be good for her career.  She does not want just to µSOD\WKHJDPH¶ 
even though she wants to be a player.  Possibly she is trying to define the terms on which she, 
personally, is prepared to play; perhaps she is proposing a different kind of legitimacy or 
meaning for her work in place of publically acknowledged signifiers.  Either way, her stance 
raises the question, will her work be published if it does not conform to the writing practices of 
the disciplinary field she is part of, or wishes to join?  Holding these views may allow Marie, 
if she gets accepted for publication, to feel that she does so on her own terms.  They may even 
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DOORZKHUWRUHFRQFLOHKHUGLVFRPIRUWZLWKWKHµGLVFLSOLQDU\SRZHU¶H[HUWHGE\MRXUQDOVZKLOVW
maintaining her own professional status within her chosen academic field.   
  
Confident, frequently published, academics often feel much more comfortable with this idea of 
the µDFDGHPLFJDPH¶DURXQGSXEOLVKLQJ 
  
It [writing for journals] is a game of course. I enjoy the game and hope that I can use 
what I have written as examples of issues for other practitioners. (John)   
  
Not taking µthe game¶ too seriously is, perhaps, an ironic nod to how closely many academics 
associate the public act of academic writing with their equally public professional identity and 
status as academics. $Lona appears to have fully embraced the idea of µSOD\LQJWKHJDPH¶ and 
has no qualms in doing so.  
  
I think that in writing academically other people can see your perspective on specific 
subject areas.  I have had other academics that have seen me present my work ask for 
information of any publication I produce.  I think that this is highly important in 
DFDGHPLDDVWKHQ,¶POLNHO\WREHUHIHUHQFHGLQWKHLUZRUNDQGWKHQRWKHUVZLOOVHHLW
and so forth. (Lona)  
  
For Lona, journals are a µKLJKO\ LPSRUWDQW¶ space for academics to share their perspectives 
within µVSHFLILF VXEMHFW DUHDV¶.  For lecturers like Laura, journals, along with conference 
presentations, function as a kind of shop-IURQWIRURQH¶VZRUN:LWKLQHDFKGLVFLSOLQDU\VXEVHW 
the production of academic writing products (journals, conference papers, book and chapters) 
bind disciplinary communities of practice together, putting academics in touch with each other, 
facilitating the exchange of ideas through citations and professioQDOQHWZRUNLQJVLWHVµand so 
IRUWK¶.  One can sense that behind that last phrase lies a whole raft of rhizomatic activity, set in 
motion and kept in motion by multiple acts of academic writing.  
  
There is a connection here between the performativity that academic writing demands and a 
ZLGHUFXOWXUHRIIHDULQWKHKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQVHFWRUSDUWLFXODUO\DURXQGDVSHFWVRIOHFWXUHUV¶
professional identity, which Ball (2003) termed the 'terrors of performativity'.  Ball views 
performativity as a key mechanism of neo-liberal government that functions like a new moral 
order across all educational sectors, positioning academics and their writing as primarily 
productive units.  As discussed in Chapter 5, academic writing for lecturers is an essentially 
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public act, a performance that mobilises, in various ways, their academic expertise and 
embodies their professional and cultural capital for consumption by others.  There is also a 
VHQVHLQZKLFK%XWOHU¶VEFRQFHSWRISHUIRUPDWLYLW\FDQEHDSSOLHGWRDQHQDFWPHQW of 
DFDGHPLF µZULWHUOLQHVV¶ LQVRIDU DV LW LV ULWXDOLVWLFDOO\ DQG UHSHWLWLYHO\ SHUIRUPHG E\ WKRVH
wishing to be included in the ranks of legitimate academic writers, whatever their discipline.   
This idea links to the discussion of reification discussed above.  As Lona writes:   
  
I see myself writing my publications as soon as possible from my PhD and actively 
writing in my fields of specialism throughout my career.  I feel that the university 
provides me with good support to do this.  I feel that while writing to deadlines and time 
constraints can be demanding, I actively want to be part of it. (Lona)   
  
Individual performativity, therefore, is endorsed through various forms of self-management and 
self-SUHVHQWDWLRQWKURXJKZKDW)RXFDXOWFDOOHGµWHFKQRORJLHVRIWKHVHOI¶%Martin, Gutman and 
+XWWRQ   7KLV LV LQ DGGLWLRQ WR H[WHUQDO MXGJHPHQWV DQG FRPSDULVRQV DERXW RQH¶V
professional writing identity made by others in higher education, such as managers, journal 
editors and doctoral supervisors (Ball, 2003).  
  
I learned to think and show off through analysis and language use. (Darren)  
  
Ball (2013) discusses how academics are in danger of internalising performativity so that they 
only produce, or prioritise, what the market demands.  One obvious manifestation of this is the 
importance that very driven academics, like Lona, afford to carefully positioning themselves 
as academic writers, in relation to other writers in their disciplinary field.  However, resisting 
dominant professional academic writing practices can take many forms, for example, the desire 
WRFURVVGLVFLSOLQDU\ERXQGDULHVZKLFK LV DQRWKHURI%DOO¶V µPDQ\VPDOO DFWV RI UHVLVWDQFH¶
(2014, p.132).  
  
7.9 Stretching, Pushing and Pricking the Boundaries of Academic W riting   
  
Sword (2009) argues that risk is essential if academic writing is not to become an ossified form, 
RIOLWWOHLQWHUHVW WRDQ\ERG\EH\RQGWKHµLQWHOOHFWXDOKRWKRXVH¶RIWKHDFDGHP\ She dreams 
LQVWHDGRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJWKDWFDQNLFNDJDLQVWZKDWVKHFDOOVµFRRNLH-FXWWHUSURVH¶S
PRYLQJLQWKHSURFHVVEH\RQGWKHFRQILQHVRI'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL¶VVPRRWKVSDFHV
and striated lines, out along lines of flight.  This sectiRQORRNVDWKRZSDUWLFLSDQWV¶YLHZHGWKH
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idea of experimentation and innovation with regard to their own academic writing practices.  It 
was felt that this was important to ask, as academia often presents itself as an important conduit 
for cutting-edge intellectual innovation and debates about ideas and opinions in society   
  
Academic writing is an opportunity to develop my arguments.  It is a bit of a challenge 
but almost entirely a productive one. (Luis)   
  
However diverse the content of academic work; recognition, mimesis and subjectification 
suggests that dominant academic writing practices are important, not as markers of 
individuality, but as indicators of belonging to disciplinary fields.  In doing so they help to 
organise disciplinary fields, creating expectations and boundaries about how individuals can 
succeed as an academic writer.  Tim is pragmatic about this:   
  
Writing for journals is a particular genre of writing in which the writer is expected to 
present their thoughts and analysis of a subject they have researched or thought about 
according to a pre-established set of norms, including the use of a particular discourse 
that reflects these norms. (Tim)  
  
He accepts that learning to write, µaccording to a pre-HVWDEOLVKHGVHWRIQRUPV¶ is a required  
µWHFKQRORJ\RIWKHVHOI¶IRUSURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWHUVDUHVSRQVHWRWKHIDFWWKDWHGLWRUV
and reviewers of academic journals, like lecturers at undergraduate level, and doctoral 
supervisors at postgraduate level, often function as gate-keepers or guardians for their 
GLVFLSOLQH¶VZULWLQJSUDFWLFHV$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHLIWKH\DUHHPLQHQWLQWKHILHOGWKH\PD\
well have helped shape and/or maintain those writing practices over the course of their own 
career as academic writers.  This results in a situation where:  
  
Academic writers often assume that they have to produce a particular style of prose because 
peer-reviewers and editors will accept nothing else. (Sword 2009, p.320)  
  
Academic writing practices are often viewed through a prism of externally imposed conditions, 
which have to be complied with.  
  
,W>DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ@KDVWREHZLWKLQIDLUO\VWULFWJXLGHOLQHVRIHWKLFVDQGPHWKRGV«
(Lucy)  
  
It involves writing to report my research, and to critique the research of others. (Alan)  
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I believe good academic writing involves an evidence base, criticality and reflection. 
(Den)  
  
It is a synthesis of ideas and experience in support of an informative and persuasive 
argument. (Peter)  
  
It is interesting to note how assured these definitions of academic writing sound.  Phrases like,   
µLW KDV WR EH¶, µ, UHDFK¶ µ , EHOLHYH¶ and µLW LV¶  suggest that the terms being used are 
unequivocally self-evident to the individuals using them.  However, as has been extensively 
discussed throughout earlier chapters, the meaning of terms like µHYLGHQFH¶ µHWKLFV¶ 
µV\QWKHVLV¶ µLQIRUPDWLYH¶ µDXWKRULW\¶ µUHIOHFWLRQ¶ µFULWLFDOLW\¶ and µSHUVXDVLYH¶ differ 
substantially depending on the ontological position one takes up.  Nonetheless, their very 
XELTXLW\DQGWKHVXUHW\ZLWKZKLFKWKH\DUHH[SUHVVHGVXJJHVWVWKHVHNLQGVRIµRUGHU-ZRUGV¶
operate like a paQRSWLFDQH[HUWLQJDVGLVFXVVHGLQWKHLQWURGXFWLRQDUHJXODWRU\µGLVFLSOLQDU\
SRZHU¶DFURVVDcademic writing practices.  Lucy is unusual amongst the participants in that she 
recognises that she has not read widely in her disciplinary field in order to create an 
LQGLYLGXDWHG YRLFH µmy own style¶ EXW LV HQJDJHG LQ SURGXFLQJ D UHFRJQLVDEO\ JHQHULF
µDFDGHPLFVW\OH¶ 
  
I think there is definitely a link between academic reading and writing ± without reading 
academic texts I would say it was impossible to be able to write in an academic style. 
(Lucy).  
  
As Deleuze and Guattari write (1987):  
  
There is no significance independent of dominant significations, nor is there 
subjectification independent of an established order of subjection. Both depend on the 
nature and transmission of order-words in a given social field. (p.79)  
  
Foucault (1972) also outlines in The Archaeology of Knowledge how dominant discourses in 
DQ\ILHOGZLOOGHILQHZKDWLVµVD\-DEOH
µGR-DEOH¶RUµWKLQN-able.  It is not therefore surprising 
to see such assurances constantly reiterated with regard to dominant discourses informing 
academic writing in the academy as discussed in Chapter 3.  Britzman (2000) describes the 
regulatory power of discourse in the following terms:   
  
Discourses authorise what can and cannot be said; they produce relations of power 
and communities of consent and dissent, and thus discursive boundaries are always 
being redrawn around what constitutes the desirable and the undesirable and around 
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what it is that makes possible particular structures of intelligibility and 
unintelligibility. (p.3)  
  
The disciplinary power around academic writing practices wielded by journals ensures that they 
are risk-averse and operate to maintain, not stretch, the limits of acceptability.  Innovative 
writing practices that challenged established dominant forms are often perceived as the 
preserve of established academic writers who were already dominant in their field.  
  
,¶PDWWKHVWDJHRIP\FDUHHUWKRXJKZKHUH,¶PPXFKPRUHFDXWLRQDU\EHFDXVHLWVKLJK
stakes. When I have dozens of papers under my belt then I might be tempted to go off 
on one because I know some journal might print it or a book and take a risk because 
SHUKDSVLW¶VDZHOO-NQRZQZULWHULQWKHILHOGVEXW,¶PQHYHUJRLQJWRJHWWRWKDWVWDJHDW
my age. (Bob)  
  
Alice, in her statement below, articulates the tricky dilemma faced by academics when seeking 
to produce a recognisable, that is, acceptable academic writing style.    
  
,¶PORRNLQJIRU an engaging style, but one which still fulfils the requirements of 
DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ,GRQ¶WOLNHVWULFWDGKHUHQce to the formula e.g. articles which have 
µPHWKRGV¶UHVXOWV¶HWF- ZKHQWKLVGRHVQ¶WVHHPHQWLUHO\DSSURSULDWHUHVXOWLQJLQORWV
of repetition, and a deadening of style. (Alice)   
  
Alice wants to create what she calls an µHQJDJLQJVW\OH¶but knows she also has to µIXOILOWKH
UHTXLUHPHQWV RI DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ¶  She recognises that this often involves bowing to the 
DXWKRULW\RIGRPLQDQWZULWLQJGLVFRXUVHV WKDWGHPDQGD µVWULFW DGKHUHQFH¶ to a pre-existing 
µIRUPXOD¶that she, nonetheless, seeks to avoid and/or resist because a too slavish observance 
of the rules produces, DµGHDGHQLQJRIVW\OH¶ 
  
7KLVµGHDGHQLQJRIVW\OH¶can also conflict with more imaginative impulse individuals might 
have as writers.  
  
[my academic writing ] is research informed and, if I am honest, too focussed on 
methodology, which constrains creative thinking. (Den)  
  
6ZRUG¶VZRUNRQDFDGHPLFZULWLQJLOOXVWUDWHVKRZGHVSLWHMRXUQDOHGLWRUV¶FODLPVWR
encourage new and innovative writing, they inevitably stick to tried and trusted styles, often 
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coming down hard on writers who they feel have stepped out of line or gone beyond the 
accepted boundaries of their disciplinary field.  Sword writes:  
  
My research reveals a startling gap between theory and practice; that is between what 
most academics say stylish writing is and what educationalists actually produce and 
publish. (p.320)  
  
This was a view reflected in statements from the elicitation.   
I am sometimes astonished by the response of reviewers to articles I have written.  The 
tone they adopt and their anonymity reveals that they are blind to their agency in the 
interplay of knowledge, power and language.  So, for example, a reviewer of a chapter 
for a book I wrote in the last year, attacked my writing in an emotive and dismissive 
way and went out of his/her way to take a pop at the significance of the work.  One key 
criticism, which I thought had something to it, was that my use of language (a bit 
obscure and showy ± one of my weaknesses) contradicted the argument of the article.  
I think he / she had a point and I had a go at amending the piece to take the criticism 
RQERDUG+RZHYHUWKHWRQHRIWKHFRPPHQWVGHPRQVWUDWHGWKDWVKHGLGQ¶WKDYHHYHQ
the most basic grasp of writing as a means of communicating between people. (Darren)  
  
The one paper I have written which I have recently submitted and waiting to hear 
feedback is a paper from my PhD thesis which I have developed in a different, more 
creative way, however I think the feedback I got on the way I was writing was not 
brilliant and not terribly encouraging.  It was difficult to work out what the reviewers 
GLGQ¶WOLNHEXWDIWHUUHDGLQJLWWKURXJKDIHZWLPHVLWERLOHGGRZQWRZKDW,ZDVWU\LQJ
to do is at least be a little bit more creative than was usual for that journal paper. (Bob)  
  
Sword (2009) mentions that a Foucauldian analysis (such as the one offered in this thesis) 
ZRXOGSHUKDSVVXJJHVWWKDWMRXUQDOVRUDWOHDVWWKHLUHGLWRUVDUHRSHUDWLQJOLNHDQµDXWKRritative 
SDQRSWLFDQ¶SZLWKUHJDUGWR dominant academic writing practices. This could account 
for journal editors and peer reviewers¶ conservatism, especially on the more prestigious 
journals.  As discussed above, disciplinary parameters that define academic writing disciplines 
are very recognisable.  
  
[...] in terms of journals and papers, first of all you put the data out there so people can 
add to it incrementally and in the tradition of building up a body of knowledge but other 
WKDQ WKDW« \RX FDQ¶W JR RXW RQ WKH OLPE EHFDXVH RI WKLV QDWXUe of the rigor and 
community[«] (Peter)  
  
,KDYHQ¶WJRWDORQJOLVWRIMRXUQDOVDQGDUWLFOHVDQGERRNVEHKLQGPHDQGLQWHUHVWLQJO\
I know what I have produced is regarded of less value because of the kinds of journals 
they appeared in but I would like to develop some book chapters for example that give 
me some freedom to be able to write in more challenging ways and ask questions.  (Den)   
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These statements, one might argue, reflect a Bourdieusian orthodoxy prevailing in disciplinary 
fields.  John referreGWRSXEOLVKHGDFDGHPLFZULWLQJDVDIRUPRIµLQVLGHUWUDGLQJ¶for µWKRVHLQ
WKHNQRZ¶  Being µLQWKHNQRZ¶ FDQEHLQWHUSUHWHGDVEHLQJDZDUHRIWKHµpre-established set of 
QRUPV¶ that Tim sets so much store by and that Zander and Bob recognise and try to resist. 
,QVLGHUWUDGLQJZKHQDSSOLHGWRWKHNQRZOHGJHHFRQRP\LVDERXWNHHSLQJRQH¶VGLVFLSOLQDU\
knowledge secret or held within a defined circle of µWKRVHLQWKHNQRZ¶ ZKRDUHµH[SHUWLQVLGHUV¶
(Wenger, 1998).  These inside traders have an advantage, which is the means of entry into their 
chosen academic knowledge market.  Intellectual insider trading keeps the value of disciplinary 
knowledge high, and gives those who have the knowledge, power.  It is a telling metaphor 
which speaks again to neoliberal principles underpinning the value of a legitimated professional 
academic identity as discussed in Chapters 4 and 5.  Once again we are reminded how high the 
stakes are in academic writing for many lecturers.  
  
7.9.1 Hybridity and innovation  
  
2QHFDQDUJXHWKDWGLVFLSOLQDU\ILHOGVDFWXDOO\KDYHDQLQKHUHQWUKL]RPLFSURSHQVLW\WRµRSHUDWH
E\ YDULDWLRQ H[SDQVLRQ FRQTXHVW FDSWXUH RIIVKRRWV¶ 'HOHX]H DQG *XDWWDUL  S 21).  
Hybridity and innovation are just some of the forms of academic writing that can trouble, and 
potentially disrupt disciplinary fields, producing work that stretches their boundaries and even 
occasionally breaking completely free of them.  According to Deleuze and Guattari (1987), 
K\EULGLW\DQGLQQRYDWLRQKDSSHQLQµVPRRWKVSDFHV¶6PRRWKVSDFHVDUHIRUPOHVVDQGZLWKLQ
WKHLUFRQILQHVPHDQLQJLVIOXLGDQGDOZD\VLQIOX[6PRRWKVSDFHVDUHWUDYHUVHGE\%UDLGRWWL¶V
 FRQFHSW RI WKH µQRPDGLF VXEMHFW¶ ZKR UHWHUULWRULDOLVHV DQG GHWHUULWRULDOLVHV QHZ
unchartered spaces through lines of flight that are difficult to predict.  Nomads are outsiders 
and the work they produce is often insubordinate, iterant and difficult to pin down or define, as 
they are always in a process of becoming, moving and changing.  The principle of nomadism 
is:  
  
>«@DQDEVROXWHWKDWLVRQHZLWKEHFRPLQJLWVHOIZLWKSURFHVV'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL
1987, p.494)  
  
Such smooth spaces are antithetical to dominant discourses, which are represented by Deleuze 
and Guattari as striated/reified lines, which fix practices like academic writing in higher 
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education.  Writing against the grain of dominant discourses and established expectations offers 
an opportunity to traverse disciplinary boundaries, enacting a Deleuzean process of 
deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation, which resists governmentality and disciplinary 
power.  As discussed in Chapter 3 (p.18) cross or multidisciplinary writing, can create new 
hybrid forms of writing which, as the New London Group (1996, p.66) asserted, µKLJKOLJKWVWKH
mechanisms of creativity and of culture-as-SURFHVV¶ ([SHULPHQWLQJZLWKGLIIHUHQWNLQGVRI
writing is an example of an imSRUWDQWµSUDFWLFHRIIUHHGRP¶)RXFDXOWZKLFKDOORZVWKH
VXEMHFWWRUHVLVWEHLQJWXUQHGLQWRDJRYHUQDEOHVXEMHFWWKURXJKDµWHFKQRORJ\RIDJHQF\DQGD
WHFKQRORJ\RISHUIRUPDQFH¶'DYLVDQG3HWHUVRQES)RUH[DPSOH=DQGHUGHVFULEHV
how:  
  
My explorations (into academic writing) are ongoing and involve challenging my own 
DQGP\VWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIWKLVPDUJLQDO\HWSUHVWLJLRXVIRUPRIOLWHUDF\ 
  
John was also keen to explore different kinds of academic writing.   
  
[The] demands are varied but there are so many styles/modes of writing with regard to  
µOHDUQLQJ¶IRUSXEOLFDWLRQWKDW,HQMR\WKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRZULWHGLIIHUHQWO\DQGVHHLILW
still gets published.  
  
However, aware of the risks or moving out of the striated spaces conventional disciplinary 
writing allowed him, he was also anxious to avoid being seen as irresponsible.  John was 
therefore at pains to make clear in his response to the elicitation that he had fulfilled his 
professional obligations and produced the specified number of articles for the REF.  
  
>«@QRZ,KDYHHQRXJKIRUWKH5(),DPWKLQNLQJRIH[SHULPHQWLQJLQWKHQH[W\HDU
with cross disciplinary writing ± ecology and learning for example.  
  
Having been entered for the REF John feels free to (or has the space to) µWKLQNRISURGXFLQJ¶ 
some µFURVV-GLVFLSOLQDU\ ZULWLQJ¶, which he calls µH[SHULPHQWDO¶.  In discursive terms this 
µFURVV-GLVFLSOLQDU\ZULWLQJ¶ challenges and resists dominant disciplinary expectations around 
academic writing, which often operate as fixed and given.    
  
Cross-disciplinary writing encourages the formation of contingent, alternative liminal spaces 
between the usual academic writing practices.  More experimental and creative forms of 
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academic writing can create different kind of academic writing identities that are experienced 
as freer or more personal. For example, Bob and Miriam relished the opportunity to experiment 
with their writing.  
  
,JXHVVZKDW,¶PWU\LQJWRGR is develop a research writing style for my own papers 
DQGWKDW,¶GOLNHWRWDNHDELWIXUWKHUWKDWPD\EHDELWPRUHFUHDWLYHRUVOLJKWO\OHVV
systematic and structured and more philosophical.  (Bob)  
  
:ULWLQJH[SHULPHQWDOO\DFURVVGLVFLSOLQHVDQGGHYHORSLQJDGLVWLQFWZULWLQJµYRLFH¶DUHRIWHQ
portrayed as stepping into unchartered territory.    
  
It can feel quite scary trying something new, you might fall flat on your face.  (Miriam)  
  
On the other hand, Martha asserts a conscious sense of a more hybridised professional writing  
µVHOI¶ WKDW VKH LV LQ WKH SURFHVV RI GHYHORSLQJ DQGZKLFK VKH GHILQHV WKRXJK D QXPEHU RI
disciplinary fields which she approves of.  
  
I have developed a position as an academic writer in that I now know the sorts of 
writing I like to read ± critical, feminist, politically engaged ± and I aim to produce 
that sort of writing myself without being sure that I can. (Martha)   
  
Martha feels more agentic here than she did as an undergraduate; here she is making a choice 
DERXWZKDWNLQGRISURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWHUVKHZDQWVWREHµ,KDYHGHYHORSHGDSRVLWLRQ¶.  
Moreover, she is choosing that identity from within a set of potentially transgressive genres 
that are µFULWLFDO IHPLQLVWSROLWLFDOO\HQJDJHG¶ However, despite the extent to which such 
genres proclaim their openness and contestability, they will still exert a regulatory function 
over the writers operating within them as part of disciplinary fields.  Even those writers defining 
WKHPVHOYHVDVµRXWVLGHUV¶WRDILHOGDUHGHILQLQJWKHPVHOYHVWKURXJKWKDWZKLFKWKH\UHMHFW
that is,  they have to be cognisant of the field to even consider enacting transgression.  As 
)RXFDXOWVWDWHGWDNLQJXSDQµRXWVLGHU¶SRVLWLRn affirms dominant discourses even as it 
offers the possibility of alternative liminal spaces, which exists in the smooth space outside 
'HOHX]H DQG *XDWWDUL¶V  VWULDWHG OLQHV  $OLJQLQJ RQH¶V ZULWLQJ WR PDUJLQDOLVHG RU
unrecognised academic writing practices, like Martha, or myself when writing up this thesis 
for that matter, can destabilise disciplinary fields, but will never destroy them.  Not least, 
because, as Foucault (1980) insisted, power is inseparably linked to the ability to determine the 
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formation of dominant discourses, one can therefore never be free from social and cultural 
forms of power.  
  
However, trying out and combining new kinds of writing can create a stutter or stammer around 
taken-for-granted field-congruent writing. Such hybrids allow for the possibility of different 
standpoints to be articulated, for new lines of flight to be followed and for academic writing to 
become more open-ended, so that interpreting what is written can become more subject to 
reinterpretation and renegotiation.  Zander does not respect or value his status as an academic 
writer within the academy.  In the following statement he stands out as someone who 
deliberately sets himself and his writing outside dominant practices:   
  
7KHWKLQJLVWKDWµZULWHU¶WRPHGRHVQRWLPSO\WKDW,¶PDQ\JRRGDWLW,WKLQNIRUPH
WKDWZULWLQJKDVDOZD\VEHHQVRPHWKLQJ,¶YHDWWHPSWHGDQGµJURZLQJXS¶KDVEHHQDERXW
FDVWLQJRIIDQ\VHQVHRIKRZLW¶VPHDQWWREHRUKRZJRRG,¶PYHU\SURGXFWLYHLIQRW
SDUWLFXODUO\JRRGWHFKQLFDOO\DQG,JHQXLQHO\GRQ¶WFDUH$QGE\WKHZD\,PDNHQR
distinction between in and out of work life.  ,¶PDWHDFKHUIRUEHWWHURUZRUVHDOOWKH
time.  
  
7KH XVH RI TXRWDWLRQ PDUNV DURXQG WKH ZRUG µZULWHU¶ LV D JRRG H[DPSOH RI KRZ =DQGHU
constantly draws attention to the way thDWRUGHUZRUGVOLNHµZULWHU¶function in academia.  His 
XVHRIWKHWHUPµZULWHU¶VLJQLILHVWKHUROHKHfeels he has to perform as part of his professional 
identity as a lecturer in higher education.  The academic writing self that performativity invokes 
appears remote from who Zander µUHDOO\¶ WKLQNV KH LVHowever, Zander knows he has to 
construct and place his academic work carefully in the wider field of his discipline if he is to 
be legitimately constructed in the dominant discourse as an academic writer (without inverted 
commas).  Unlike Lona or Lucy, who discuss how their professional identity-work is reinforced 
by the adoption of conventional academic writing practices, Zander feels they disempower him 
and diminish the value of the writing he really values as an educator, which is how he prefers 
to define himself. As he writes:  
  
,I ,¶G EHHQ D FDUHHULVW , JXHVV , PLJKW KDYH NQRFNHG RXW D IHZ PRUH DUWLFOHV DQG
FRQIHUHQFHSDSHUVUDWKHUWKDQWH[WERRNVEXW,¶PDWHDFKHUILUVWDQGIRUHPRVWDQGZDQW
to stimulate thought rather than defend my own positions.  
  
In this sense one can rHDG=DQGHU¶VUHDFWLRQWRKLVPRUHFRQYHQWLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWLQJDVDQ
act of resistance to the disciplinary power of academic writing practices and dominant 
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discourses operating in higher education.  However, such is the power of dominant discourses 
around professional identity and their links to academic writing,  that Zander cannot completely 
avoid the imperative to perform, although he may resist at the margins by producing work that 
critiques what academic writing and/or the whole process of performativity mean to lecturers.    
  
,WKLQNVFKRODUVKLSLVIXQEXWLW¶VDOVREL]DUUHDQGWKHGDQJHULV\RXFRXOGWDNHLWDOOWRR
seriously (I know I could).    
  
Bob, Zander and John all appear to feel more agentic, more in control of their academic writing 
and professional identities when they feel that they are writing outside of the normal/normalised 
parameters of dominant academic writing practices.    
  
Although the elicitations did not reveal a great deal of overt resistance to dominant academic 
writing practices, they did suggest that there was a constant undertow of discussion and debate 
about the process of writing, the production of literacy artefacts within the Academy and the 
relationships between a professional higher education identity and a professional academic 
writing self as experienced by participants.  These entanglements indicated the extent to which 
academics often struggle with, or are troubled by, the expectations surrounding academic 
writing that they experience during their time in education, not least as educational 
professionals in higher education.   
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Chapter 8: Reconceptualising Conclusions: A ffective Assemblages, Provocations and 
Practice Imaginaries for Academic W riting.  
 
Prologue  
 Like the opening chapter, this final chapter is a little messy, for I am still looking 
through the same glass darkly.  I have not in any empirical sense made progress, moved 
on towards greater clarity, or gained a footing on more solid ground through my 
research.  However, given my research approach, that was never going to be the point.  
That is not to say that nothing has changed; most importantly I have shifted (this is 
nothing if not a solipsistic (ad)venture). I have gained a deep appreciation of 
complexity, I respect subjectivity and diversity and  I am moved to resist convention out 
of a profound suspicion that the status quo is invariably a manifestation of unequal 
power relations, especially whenever it appears as a given . 
 
 I have, however, formulated a number of ideas and suppositions about my research, 
which I shared in Chapter 7. These ideas and suppositions add, I hope, to all the other 
ideas and suppositions currently circulating in the Academy about academic writing 
practices.  
 
I also hope that my ideas and suppositions will encourage others to think about 
academic writing practices in more interesting and innovative ways.  This is probably 
the most I can hope for.  
 
 I am reminded at this juncture in the proceedings that this thesis originated out of the 
following research questions, which are more akin to Foucauldian provocations: 
 
Q1. What is academic writing and how do dominant discourses about academic writing 
in higher education appear to inform lecturers in the research setting? 
 
Q2. How can post-qualitative research into OHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
practices open up a debate about academic writing development practices in higher 
education?  
 
 These provocations cannot be straightforwardly answered, rather they:   
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[«] multiply lines of investigation and possibilities for thought. They are not 
aspects of a single project, but [are] fragmentary ± H[SHULPHQWV«5DELQRZ 
and Rose, 2003 p.vii) 
 
Provocations can be discussed, debated, disputed, explored and investigated, but they 
remain provocative, whatever conclusions I (or anyone else draw from them).  For me, 
these provocations have engendered a new practice of thinking, what Taguchi (2013) 
FDOOVDµUHVHDUFKLQJVXEMHFWLYLW\¶WKDWPDQLIHVWVLWVHOILQWKLVFKDSWHUDVD: 
  
[«] collective-researcher-assemblage of movement and transformation in its 
engagement with theory and data as mutually active agents.  (p.708) 
  
 In this final chapter, assemblages and imaginaries are offered as exercises in 
educational philosophy. These exercises in reflection are an attempt to write 
out/up/through my own subjectivity and respond to the subjectivities that my research 
participants bought to bear with their testimonies about living, thinking and working 
with  academic writing practices in higher education.   
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8.1 The beginning of the end   
A genre or field question arises in this thesis because in education doctoral theses tend to be 
tied to an ethic of improvement. This question creates an inevitable tension with the 
postmodern ontological position that I have taken and, the concomitant post-qualitative 
methodological approach outlined in Chapter 6.  Traditionally, the concluding chapter of this 
thesis might address WKH TXHVWLRQ RI ZKHWKHU OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ
practices can be used to improve practice around academic writing, or identify and disseminate 
existing best practice in academic writing development within higher education.  In those 
terms, the thesis might have insisted on enacting a reworking of the old binary, or dilemma 
between agency and structure, with regard to how individual lecturers function within the wider 
structure and politics of higher education. However, I have chosen to reject the assumption that 
a qualitative educational thesis has to make positive recommendations for the improvement of 
practice. Instead, this thesis seeks to stretch, or bend, the limits of its discipline-congruent field: 
that is, PhDs in education. It also tries to expand the genre within which it is located, namely, 
literacy studies research project about writing.   Rather, it travels rhizomically across negotiated 
and re-negotiated terrains, traversing different genres and typologies, coming to rest, at this 
final juncture, in some liminal, hitherto unchartered space. 
 
In this spirit, therefore, I have deliberately not claimed any primacy for the interpretations that 
I have drawn from my participants¶ responses to the elicitation. Rather, I have sought to use 
the elicitation to show how the various influences influencing lecWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI
academic writing practices cannot be compartmentalised or hierarchised (as good/bad, 
right/wrong).  I have tried instead, to show how they operate through a number of influences, 
which I have characterised as discourses.  These discourses are realised and experienced 
through overlapping domains, such as individuated experiences of higher education 
institutions, disciplinary fields, degrees and even modules; which can be theorised, and 
ultimately deconstructed, through the nexus of theories outlined in Chapter 3.  Moreover, I 
explored in Chapters 4 and 5, how these discourses play out differently as they shift and change 
over time. Yet, in spite of inevitable overlaps and the blurring of boundaries between and across 
the whole domain of higher education, I maintain  that there remain a number of dominant, 
HYHQKHJHPRQLF GLVFRXUVHV WKDW FRORXU DQG VKDSHPRVW OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI DFDGHPLF
writing practices. 
  
$QG\HW«WKHLPDJLQDULHVWKDW,KDYHRXWOLQHGLQWKLVILQDOFKDSWHUGRPDNHsuggestions about 
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practice. They definitely require, or appear to require, institutions and lecturers and even 
students (the least empowered of the players in this research domain) to make choices, or act 
independently with regard to how they produce and develop academic writing within higher 
education for academic purposes. However, like Reay (2004) and Ball (2013), I choose to view 
what some may call questions of agency (and compliance), as the influence of dominant 
educational discourses on lecturers perceptions of academic writing in higher education.  In 
this sense, LQGLYLGXDO OHFWXUHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV around academic writing are treated as acts of 
conscious or unconscious capitulation or adaptation to those dominant discourses; or more 
rarely, as overt acts of resistance to them. As discussed in Chapter 5, a disposition to act in a 
certain way, whether on an individual and institutional level, inevitably reflects the social 
context and/or structures in which such dispositions are acquired. Perceptions and expectations 
of choice are, therefore, constructed out of external, discursive influences, even though they 
may be viscerally experienced as agentic and personal. 
  
In this sense, the imaginaries operate more as alternative µFRQGLWLRQV RI SRVVLELOLW\¶ 
(Foucault ,1972)  in which more, or different, µFKRLFHV¶DERXWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVPD\
be made available, than would normally be the case.  Or even that the possibility of considering 
alternatives about academic practices might be made.  As such, the imaginaries stay true to the 
principles of postmodern and post-qualitative research, in that they encourage all parties in the 
higher education landscape to consider a more generative muddle of past and present, 
individual and collective, impulses around the need for lecturers and students (under and 
postgraduate) to produce writing for academic purposes across the disciplines. 
  
This generative muddle has resulted in a final chapter that does not attempt to unpick, or 
disentangle, the messy dynamic relaWLRQVKLSVWKDWFKDUDFWHULVHWKHOLYHGH[SHULHQFHRIOHFWXUHUV¶
academic writing practices. The main purpose of the research is to insist that those practices 
are messy and entangled and that such a view resists the current, taken-for-granted orthodoxies 
informing academic writing in higher education.  Moreover, it stresses that genres of writing 
about those practices, in the form of doctorates and articles and research reports, are, as I have 
discussed in Chapter 7, mobilised differentially for different individuals within the 
Academy. To do so is to contribute to an alternative and important understanding of the 
meaning-making processes around academic writing; especially where such meaning-making 
UHVXOWVLQµFKRLFHV¶DERXWWKHTXDOLW\DQGIRUPRIµDFFHSWDEOH¶RUVXFFHVVIXODFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
at all levels in the academy.  
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8.2 Assemblage  
 
Deleuze and *XDWWDUL¶VFRQFHSWRIDVVHPEODJHRIIHUVDQDOWHUQDWLYHPRGHOIRUVXPPLQJ
up qualitative educational research material through a flattened ontology, where no one element 
predominates and all associated elements are interconnected in multiple ways.  The idea of 
using assemblage in this concluding chapter is a natural extension of the rich rhizomatic nature 
of the whole thesis.  Accordingly, it offers a IRUPRI0DFOXUH¶VUDGLFDODQDO\WLFSUDFWLFHZKLFK
is: 
 
>« @ an experiment with order and disorder, in which provisional and partial 
taxonomies are formed but are always subject to change and metamorphosis as new 
connections spark among words, bodies, objects and ideas. (2013, p.181) 
 
Assemblages challenge notions of originality relying on established ideas of individual or 
autonomous creativity.  Johnson-Eilola and Selber (2007), in their work on remixing, maintain 
it is not possible to create any truly µXQLTXH¶FXOWXUDOREMHFWs or ideas, as no µthing¶ can be 
produced or evaluated in isolation from the many influences that inform its composition.  
Likewise, it is difficult to claim new knowledge using a post-qualitative approach that takes as 
one of its starting points the idea that any knowledge is always and inevitably part of a number 
of existing discourses or sets of epistemes.  Originality in any academic writing, as discussed 
in Chapter 7, is a fundamentally problematic and misleading evaluative concept, when viewed 
through the lens of the problematised reconceptualisations of academic writing proposed in 
Chapter 3. 
 
To this end, the thesis draws on Johnson-Eilola and 6HOEHU¶VDOWHUQDWLYHreconception 
of originality that is concerned primarily with how one organises material creatively into new 
assemblages of parts.  Moreover, Johnson-Eilola and Selber maintain that it is the relationship 
between the parts, not any inherent originality associated with them, which can have a striking 
effect and be of wider interest.  Writing up research in papers and books is, in post-qualitative 
research at least, about the awareness that the researcher (the bricoleur) is producing or picking 
only one possible assemblage out of, not only of their particular constellation of participants, 
researcher, events and practices etc., but of the wider discursive fields within which those 
elements exist. 
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Putting together my own assemblage has been a [re]creative, imaginative act which has broken 
down traditional barriers and boundaries between the YDULRXVµSDUWV¶WKDWPDNHXSWKLVWKHVLV
I have called these parts respectively: my(selves), this assemblage refers to me, the researcher 
and the research selves created by this research,.  These selves are bound up in a process of 
continual professional/personal reflection and reflexivity around the two associated and 
necessarily contingent Deleuzean rhizomes that constitute the other two parts of the thesis.  
These are, the research process and the participants, which I have called (my)research and the 
wider disciplinary field(s) which the research draws on, which I have called (my)fields.  The 
over-arching assemblage, is (my)thesis; this represents the actual doctorate within which all 
three other parts (my)selves, (my)research and (my)fields are entangled and held together as a 
necessarily contingent µDVVHPEODJHRISDUWV¶, as illustrated below in Figure 29.   
 
 
Figure 29: 7KHWKHVLV¶s µassemblage of parts¶  
 
Through, and across these assemblages, I KDYHWHPSRUDULO\µFDSWXUHG¶WHUULWRU\DURXQGP\RZn 
DQGP\ OHFWXUHU SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ perceptions about academic writing practices in the research 
setting.  Figure 29 should, therefore, be viewed, like the thesis itself, as a snapshot, a moment 
suspended in time.  Like the second after any photo is taken, the elements that were fixed within 
it shift and change, even if only imperceptibly at a molecular level.  The fixedness of the picture 
is an illusion, like the fixedness of a thesis; both depict a stable depiction of matter that is 
actually always, inevitably changing.   
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This use of assemblage does, I feel, more accurately represent the actual (not necessarily the 
final) stage in my attempted [re]territorialisation of the discursive, disciplinary fields associated 
with academic writing practices in higher education across which I have been operating as a 
post-qualitative researcher.  As a concluding assemblage I hope (my)thesis offers more 
rhizomic territories to explore, it certainly does not represent a putative end point or set of final 
conclusions to this research project.  (my)thesis, is also a text, a physical entity, literally bound 
into a book,  it simultaneously and paradoxically exists as an unbounded conceptual space or 
interstice that incorporates manifold embodied relations/connection/entanglements which the 
research has thrown up.   
 
Any post-qualitative critical assemblage, like this one, is offered as a point of departure, a 
Deleuzean µline of flight¶.  The intention here is to destabilise ideas and received wisdom about 
academic writing practices in higher education in order to build new or renew thinking and/or 
action through the imaginaries outlined below.  In the accounts elicited for Chapter 7, 
participants continuously referred to a range of phenomena such as texts (books they had read, 
their own written work, journals), events (teaching and learning instances and peer to peer 
professional interactions) and feelings (about their writing, their professional identity).  I have 
also experienced this range of phenomena and have found that writing about them as a 
researcher has helped me look beyond their taken-for-grantedness, their invisibility.  While 
thus µlooking through a glass darkly¶ I have embarked on my own lines of flight about 
academic writing practices and crossed contingent boundary markers in the research, between 
my own and the various participants¶ perceptions and experiences.  
 
8.2.1 (my)selves 
 
Like many of my research participants I have also been changed through engaging in the 
doctoral research process; I am not the person I was when I began: I think differently; I write 
differently.  As Ball (2013) asserts:  
 
[«] research construct[s] objects of knowledge and subjects of intervention 
[«]creat[ing] possibilities for who we are and who we might be, both in public policy 
discourse and institutional practices.  (p.98) 
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During this thesis I have rewritten and recreated myself in many guises as a 
researcher/academic/writer/professional/lecturer/doctoral student. I have been inspired by 
Foucault, who wrote:  
 
>«@when I write I do it above all to change myself and not to think the same as before. 
(Foucault, 1991, p.27).   
 
When thinking about my past, present and future experiences of research and writing I am 
prompted to ask: 
  
>«@ZKDW ,KDYHEHHQGRLQJZKHUHDP,JRLQJZKHUHKDYH ,EHHQZKHUHDUH µZH¶
WRGD\ZKRLVWKHµZH¶RIZKRP,ZULWHZKR PLJKWEHDIXWXUHµZH¶ZKDWPLJKWEHWKH
role of thought or the work of writing and thinking in clarifying and transforming who 
we are? (Rabinow and Rose, 2003, p.vii) 
 
To reply, the thesis KDVEHHQD IRUPRI ³Velf-writing´ in creating it I have written various 
(my)selves into being, one obvious contender is the doctoral student µVHOI¶RULGHQWLW\WKDWWKH
process of research confers upon me.  
 
Ivanic and Simpson (1990) call the process of heightened self-awareness, when writing, 
µILQGLQJWKHµ,¶¶. µ)LQGLQJWKHµ,¶KRZHYHUFDQEHH[SDQGHGWRLQFOXGHWKHLGHDRIPXOWLSOH
VHOYHVRULGHQWLWLHVVXFKDVDµUHVHDUFKLQJ,¶ DQGDµWHDFKLQJ,¶, which both involve different 
academic writing practices.  7KLVQRWLRQRIPXOWLSOHµ,¶VUHIOHFWVButler¶V(2004) concept of 
µ2WKHU¶VHOYHVHVSHFLDOO\ the µVSHFWUDOGRXEOH¶S,QKHUZRUN%XWOHUexplores how these 
disrupWLYH DQG GLVWXUELQJ µVHOYHV¶ emerge through radically reflexive academic writing 
practices, in opposition to the creation of a stable or unitary discursive self suggested by 
dominant academic writing discourses.  In this way, critical pedagogies of academic writing 
development, such as those discussed in Chapter 3,  offer an opportunities for lecturers (and 
students) to enact critical forms of academic identity-work that embody distinct, often 
conflicting and contradictory, writing identities.  
 
Some of the writing selves encountered along the research journey I have undertaken have been 
discarded, such as my unquestioning qualitative research self.  Others I have come to love; I 
am especially fond of my post-qualitative research self.  I accept, moreover, WKDWWKHµGRFWRUDO 
VHOI¶, resulting from the successful completion and examination of this thesis is, of course, as 
constructed as any other writing identity I might care to  assume or construct.  (I have for 
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example, cultivated a reasonably active creative writing self).  It is perhaps worth noting that 
the writing selves that have been nurtured and evolved through the completion of this thesis 
are not what I, or anyone else, could have expected.  They do not constitute any kind of finished 
product; instead they create possibilities for further self-invention and experimentation in 
institutional discourses and practices around academic writing practices. Like some of the 
participants in Chapter 7, I am looking forward to the freedoms that post-doctoral writing 
opportunities offer.   
 
All my writing selves are constructions or fabulations (Foucault, 1980).  It may therefore be 
more productive to see RQH¶VGRFWRUDOVHOIDVMXVWDVDQRWKHU version, the next (conflicted or 
provisional) writing self that one comes to inhabit as one lives live out RQH¶Vwriting life.  On 
a more prosaic, professional level I also recognise, again like some of the participants in 
Chapter 7, that successfully completing a doctorate is recognised as a necessary, outward facing 
step, or gesture, towards a legitimised professional µacademic¶ identity.  One can assume this 
new professional identity, even if one remains internally riven with doubts and anxieties about 
all those key features of academic writing that were identified by the participants in this 
research, namely: clarity, purposefulness, audience, status and originality. In this sense, the 
title µacademic ZULWHU¶ is just another identity that can be invoked in the Academy, alongside 
other available higher education identities, VXFKDVµPDQDJHU¶RUµOHFWXUHU¶.  
 
As a commodified academic writing product therefore, doctoral theses can be viewed as one 
of the principal means by which the academy generates and polices new professional identities, 
in addition to its more established, yet very problematic, role as a vehicle for facilitating and 
policing the production of µnew¶ knowledge.  As such, doctorates stand as a USP for higher 
education professionals, in that successfully completing a doctorate can be a game changer in 
the personal/professional identity stakes.  Importantly, for the ideas developed in this thesis, 
academic writing practices are at the heart of any new, successful professional writing identity.  
Thinking personally along those lines, writing this PhD has reinscribed my personal 
relationships and connections to colleagues/other academic writers and the texts they produce, 
the research fields they inhabit and academic discourses they move between.  Like Ingold, 
(2010) I maintain: 
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[«] WKDW WKHUH LV QR GLYLVLRQ LQ SUDFWLFH EHWZHHQZRUN DQG OLIH« D SUDFWLFH >OLNH
academic writing] involves the whole person, continually drawing on past experience 
as it is projected into the future. (Ingold, p.240, in Brinkmann, 2012) 
 
The research has also highlighted the extent to which academic writing practices involve and 
evoke strong emotions (in myself and my participants). These emotions are constantly 
mediated through the production and consumption of written texts, such as undergraduate 
written assignments, postgraduate dissertation and doctorates and ultimately through 
professional writing artefacts, such as journal articles and books. This constant emotional 
interplay between individuals and written texts, within the Academy, reflects the complexity 
and mutability of academic writing practices and the different (compliant and resistant) 
identities and constructions that they create for those using them.  
 
8.2.2. (my)research   
 
This research is a historically situated, reflective/reflexive analysis that has interrogated past 
and future and present perceptions of academic writing practices in higher education. St. Pierre 
(2013) argues that following qualitative research traditions, such as, the humanist µ,¶ DQG
concepts of subjectivity and objectivity, and using them to shape qualitative research 
methodologies, such as observation, interviewing and coding, will over-determine the direction 
that any qualitative research enquiry can take.  In contrast, post-qualitative ontologies accept 
that in practice, research is often dependent on events in the field and the approach of the 
researcher.  Indeed, the field of research and the researcher are likely to act upon each other and 
undergo various transmutations during the research process.  It was therefore impossible to 
determine in advance how this research (or one could argue, any research) was going to develop.  
As described in Chapter 2, over time  I experienced  an ontological change, occasioned by my 
adoption of problematised reconceptualisations of academic writing (Figure 19, p.148), which 
necessitated a corresponding change in my research methodology (Figure 20, p.149). For this 
reason, the µZULWLQJ XS¶RI(my)research is perhaps better described as an act of recording the 
unexpected (and often unresolved) directions that the research eventually took,  rather than any 
resolution or reply to the provocations posed by the research in the first place. 
 
6W3LHUUHXVHV'HUULGD¶V (1990) concept RIGHFRQVWUXFWLRQLVPDQGWKHµ1HZ0DWHULDOLVW¶
FRQFHSWRIµHQWDQJOHPHQW¶%UDGRWWL013) to displace established qualitative conventions, in 
order to facilitate new ways of thinking and doing research.  For example, in post-qualitative 
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research, St. Pierre (2013) argues that researcher and researched are so inextricably entangled 
that it is impossible to separate them out.  This creates a situation where definitive research 
findings and conclusions are impossible to draw, just as distinctions between the subjectivities 
of researcher and researched become blurred and meaningless, as I have discussed in Chapters 
6 and 7.   
 
As a post-qualitative researcher, I have, like MacLure (2012), followed µJORZLQJ¶data, by 
which I mean research material that was agentic, which stood out and µspoke¶ to me.  As I 
began to write about this research material I often discovered that my thoughts and feelings 
about it changed.  Sometimes I would discard a comment or set of comments only to return to 
them later to find that they spoke to me in new ways, or that they threw other parts of the 
research material into relief in unexpected ways.  For example, the concept of µrecognition¶ 
emerged from a struggle to contextualise how participants presented their development as 
academic writers.  It was a response to the fact that pre-existing terminology and conceptual 
frameworks did not express what I saw, or perhaps more accurately construed,  about what they 
were saying (albeit, darkly).  In order to territorialise new conceptual spaces, I therefore had to 
cast about for a new language that better encapsulated my new ways of seeing and thinking.  
 
In addition to challenging ideas about academic writing practices this thesis has also tried to 
challenge some established certainties about qualitative research in education.  In doing so it 
posits a case for a different, post-qualitative direction that challenges assumptions about 
subjectivity, language and representation.  The thesis may, for that reason, produce more 
questions than answers, in addition to raising dilemmas about what education research is 
actually for, LI LW LV QRW FODLPLQJ WR µFUHDWH impact¶ DQG µLPSURYH EHVW SUDFWLFH¶ I think, 
therefore, it is important that I am still uncertain about the extent to which qualitative research 
PDWHULDOFDQDFWXDOO\µWHOO¶WKHUHVHDUFKHUDQ\WKLQJ,DPVWLOO left, at the end of this research 
process, thinking about the different forms academic writing can take in higher education, and 
I still have more questions to ask about the question of research subjectivity and my own 
embodied responses to the academic writing processes.  
 
Another key post-qualitative idea that I grasped in (my)research LVWKDWRQH¶Vresearch can, and 
often does, redefine itself in theoretical terms as it progresses.  I have changed and re-changed 
my conceptions about academic writing practices, and the research has been both informed, 
and shaped ontologically, by those changing reconceptualisations.  As I illustrated in Chapter 
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3, theoretical frameworks can be usefully deployed to explore, but not necessarily resolve, 
ideas provoked by material phenomena (in this research, the situatedness of academic writing 
practices).  Moreover, theories can act as a vehicle for studying a phenomenon, instead of trying 
to explain it, that is, they can be generative not illustrative.  For example, this happened when 
I considered the extent to which disciplinary fields, which in practical terms express epistemes 
or systems of knowledge in higher education, are essentially social entities. This led me to 
contend that it is through execution of specific academic writing practices that presentation of 
those epistemes is defined or legitimated as academic, as opposed to, say, journalistic or, as is 
more often the case with students, inappropriately non-academic.   
 
The resulting bricolage of theories and data emerging from (my)research are complex and 
complicating, creating Deleuzean µOLQHVRIIOLJKW¶(Figure 28, p. 199)  that fashion exciting and 
unexpected rhizomic connections.  One such line of flight tracks the connection between the 
journey towards a post-qualitative research approach (outlined in Chapters 2 and 6) as the most 
appropriate means of exploring and discussing my postmodern, problematised 
reconceptualisations of academic writing practices in higher education (which are explored in 
Chapters 3 and 7).  Another is the idea that mimesis, and its opposite,  the denial of mimesis,   
operate as a way of explaining how disciplinary fields maintain discursive  power, whilst 
paradoxically simultaneously maintaining post-Enlightenment/neo-liberal truisms such as the 
idea that intellectual progress, represented by the discovery of new knowledge, resides in  
originality and individuated human capital.  
 
One consequence of these connections has been the production of a thesis which operates along 
the lines of a Foucauldian µwriterly text¶, in that it does not tell the reader what the researcher 
has found out, instead it invites them WRµHQJDJHwith the co-produFWLRQRILGHDV¶%DOO
p.12) engendered by the research. Ball (2013) LQYRNHV )RXFDXOW¶V FRQFHSW RI µWKH DXWKRU
IXQFWLRQ¶ IRU KLV RZQZRUN 7KLV concept maintains that the author of a text, such as this 
doctoral thesis, does not just denote the actual individual who physically wrote it, but, also 
includes the wider beliefs or assumptions and corresponding conventions and expectations 
which govern (and regulate) the production, circulation, classification and consumption of texts 
in any given field ZKLFKEHHQXVHGWRµPDNH¶LW.  Gubrium and Holstein (2003)  discuss how 
post-qualitative research identities require researchers WRDFNQRZOHGJHWKHLURZQµRULHQWHHULQJ
VHQVLELOLWLHV¶SZKHQFULWLFDOO\DQDO\VLQJ research material, rather than claiming any original 
or unique perspective.  I have attempted to reflect these alternative ideas about authoring 
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throughout the thesis by acknowledging a rhizomic interconnectedness between my reading 
about academic writing practicesP\GLVFXVVLRQRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶DFFRXQWV of their ideas about 
academic writing practices and my own ideas and writing practices.   
 
With regard to the latter, since doctoral composition is by its very nature highly intertextual, I 
have constantly tried to highlight and explore my own interactions and struggles with wider 
beliefs, assumptions, conventions and expectations governing the production of educational 
qualitative research doctorate, and the academic writing practices that underpin them.  Overtly, 
in post-qualitative educational research, the act of acknowledging intertextuality is recognised 
as central to the composition of new assemblages.  In this thesis, the reader is invited to rethink 
textuality and intertextuality by exploring how the chosen research approach highlights and 
disputes established power relations between research-related texts and the academic writing 
practices and ideas that they embody. Ultimately this kind of rethinking demands that the 
assembled/composite nature of the singular text produced by the research, the doctoral thesis, 
be fully acknowledged.  
 
Rethinking relationships between oneself as the researcher and RQH¶VVHFRQGDU\VRXUFHVDQG
primary research material in this way may, on the surface, seem to be at odds with the 
traditional purpose and outcomes of a doctorate, which is for an individual, working in a 
particular disciplinary field, to µFRQWULEXWHnew PHDQLQJDQGNQRZOHGJHWRWKHILHOG¶.  However, 
as previously discussed in Chapter 6, one needs to question what constitutes µnew¶ knowledge 
(as well as exploring the related issue of what constitutes µNQRZOHGJH¶ SHU VH).  More 
pertinently, FDQGHILQLWLYHµPHDQLQJV¶EHXQSUREOHPDWLFDOO\ claimed in the field of qualitative 
research studies?  Is it not more ethical to claim that qualitative research can only concern itself 
with recycling or reassembling lived or observed phenomena through the rHVHDUFKHU¶VRZQ
VXEMHFWLYLW\µthrough a glass  darkly¶) ? With this in mind, the selection and presentation of 
the statements discussed in Chapter 7, and the ideas that they have generated, are not claimed 
to represent anything µnew¶.  More accurately it is the particular assemblage that this thesis 
presents, out of the statements µDVUHVHDUFK¶, that is new, as it has never been made before, and 
will never be again exactly in the form in which it appears in this thesis.   
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8.2.3 (my)fields 
 
Post-qualitative researchers enact a rigorous epistemic and ontological reflexivity which 
challenges the disciplinary power of taken-for-granted assumptions about what qualitative 
research in education should look like, and what it could, or should, be doing.  Post-qualitative 
reflexivity encourages researchers to explore how their work connects to other research and 
how it subsequently positions them within or across disciplinary fields (Woolgar, 1998, Davis 
et al., 2004).  It also obliges researchers to develop a sense of themselves, as researchers, 
through a KHLJKWHQHGXVHRI6FKRQ¶VSURFHVVRI µUHIOHFWLRQLQDFWLRQ¶1987).  Johnson 
and 'XEHUOH\GHYHORS6FKRQ¶Vinitial concept ZLWKWKHLUFDOOIRUµHSLVWHPLFUHIOH[LYLW\¶
in practitioner research which, they explain, encourages researchers to question accepted 
practices and dominant discourses in their workplace, whilst critically assessing their role as a 
researcher in that workplace so that:   
 
[«] the knowledge constraining and knowledge-FRQVWLWXWLQJLPSDFWRIWKHUHVHDUFKHU¶V
own beliefs >«@derive from their socio-historical location.  (Johnson and Duberley, 
2000, p.179) 
 
&KDUWLQJWKHVFRSHRIRQH¶VGLVFLSOLQDU\ILHOGVD\, through a comprehensive literature review) 
is not enough in post-qualitative research (although it has, as the participants in Chapter 7, 
indicated often sufficed traditionally for qualitative research in education).  In comparison, this 
thesis cuts across a number of disciplinary fields to explore relationships between nested fields 
of academic writing practices, professional identities and qualitative research in higher 
education, a sector that has not been studied or theorised to the same extent as other education 
settings, such as schools (Naidoo, 2000; Deem, 2004). 
 
Various elements inform higher education disciplines and, as Chapter 7 has outlined, this thesis 
proposes that academic writing is one of the most important.  In particular, it has examined the 
very specific ways in which academic writing practices, communities of practice and individual 
writing selves or identities are connected through a form of Foucauldian disciplinary power.  
Expressed on both a micro and macro level, disciplinary power produces what I have called 
µILHOG-congruenFH¶, a kind of tacit, discursive force-field that coalesces around academic 
writing practices. The processual nature of field-congruence is exemplified by the following 
concatenation of players and events in a typical higher education teaching and learning cycle.  
Students are taught disciplinary epistemes by subject-specific lecturers, the same lecturers (or 
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at least those in the same disciplinary field) devise written assignments, which are often 
informed by generic institutional descriptors of levelness.  Students discuss and revise drafts 
of their responses to those written assignments with their subject lecturers and possibly peers. 
They then complete and submit written summative assignments which lecturers, not always 
the same ones who taught them, mark and grade their work.  Each stage in this process requires 
the production of a particular academic writing text (assignment brief, assignment, written 
feedback) all of which involve different writing practices, which need to be field-congruent.  
For this reason, the educational process surrounding the production of written summative 
assignments can be seen to embody, as well as play out, the contradictions and dissonances, 
which characterise communities and practices around all forms of academic writing in any 
disciplinary field.   
 
Lastly, in this thesis,  through (my)fields I have been able to reflect on how different disciplinary 
fields, philosophy, linguistics, cultural studies and sociology can be combined and connected 
(that is,  assembled) in different and contingent ways.  For example, the theoretical frameworks 
assembled in Chapter 3 are applied reflexively in Chapter 6 to the academic writing practices 
that inform the thesis under construction, as well as informing the critical discussion of 
SDUWLFLSDQWV¶VWDWHPHQWV in Chapter 7 and my account of myself as a researcher here in Chapter 
8.  In Chapter 5, a deliberately situated approach is taken with regard to how lecturers (in the 
setting) have reconceptualised their academic identities through engagement with the academic 
writing practices outlined in Chapter 3. On this transdiscplinary journey I philosophise about 
WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVLQIRUPOHFWXUHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWLQJ
identities, socially, culturally, practically and linguistically.  For this reason, the research does 
QRWWU\WRHVWDEOLVKDPRGHORIEHVWSUDFWLFHLQSURIHVVLRQDODFDGHPLFZULWLQJRXWRISDUWLFLSDQWV¶
responses to the elicitation.  Instead, those responses inform a non-normative, enquiry-based 
DSSURDFK WKDW VHHNV WR H[SORUH WKH FRPSOH[LWLHV DQG WHQVLRQV LQKHUHQW LQ OHFWXUHUV¶ OLYHG
experiences of the social/situated practice of academic writing in higher education.   
 
8.3 Provocations 
 
8.3.1 Provocation 1 
 
What is academic writing and how do its GRPLQDQWGLVFRXUVHVDSSHDU WR LQIRUP OHFWXUHUV¶
perceptions of academic writing and writing development practices in the research setting? 
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Although the Academy contains highly differentiated disciplinary spaces, it lacks a sense of 
clarity and criticality about what actually constitutes and differentiates forms of academic 
writing, both within and across disciplinary boundaries (Lea and Street, 1998; Ganobscik- 
Williams, 2006).  With regard to Provocation 1, this thesis has explored, since its earliest 
origins outlined in Chapter 2, that it is difficult, if not impossible, to define what academic 
writing is or should be. This contention is in stark contrast to the historical unwillingness of 
the Academy to acknowledge the inherent contestability and instability of academic writing 
practices across disciplinary fields.  
 
As a response to such ingrained unwillingness, this thesis offers alternative poetics and politics 
of academic writing practices, aligned to the choice of a post-qualitative educational research 
paradigm.  Key to this post-qualitative approach is the idea that what is important to the study 
of academic writing in higher education is the recognition that academic writing cannot, and 
should not, be defined in a particular way, at least not without asking critically whose interests 
any proposed definition serves. Moreover, by embracing complex and problematic 
reconceptualisations of academic writing practices, the thesis seeks to challenge, and resist, 
established, or taken-for-granted, academic writing practice, contending that they inhibit 
experimentation and risk.  It is also arguing for change and challenge in academic writing 
practices, for example, by drawing attention to the need to bring a heightened self-awareness 
into academic writing practices, so that students and lecturers can see them as social practices 
not universal laws.  As Richardson (2000) states, all writing:  
 
[«] creates a particular view of reality; all writing uses grammatical narrative, and 
rhetorical structures that create value, inscribe meaning, and constitute the subjects 
and objects of inquiry.  How we chose to write them involves many major and minor 
ethical and rhetorical decisions. (p.58) 
 
In this spirit, I have XVHGSDUWLFLSDQWV¶ statements in Chapter 7 to reconnoitre and explore their 
particular views of reality.  My research approach recasts these µUHDOLWLHV¶ DV situated 
perceptions on academic writing practices emerging out of, and informed by, a µZULWLQJ LQ
higher education KDELWXV¶ ZKLFK reflects the hegemonic, dominant values and discourses 
informing academic writing practices in higher education.  This is an inherently political 
activity because as well as governing leFWXUHUV¶ RZQZULting practices, one can argue that 
dominant academic writing values and discourses help construct pedagogic assumptions and 
expectations for the students that lecturers teach and assess (predominantly through written 
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tasks).  In this thesis I argue, therefore, that a largely tacit approach to academic writing 
development in higher education has fashioned entrenched polarising discourses which 
JHQHUDWH D FUXGH ELQDU\ EHWZHHQ VWXGHQWV ZKR µFDQ¶ RU µFDQQRW ZULWH¶ WR DQ µDSSURSULDWH
VWDQGDUG¶:LOOLDPV997). 
 
Students are, more often than not, taught a subject without the opportunity to engage explicitly 
with the processes, such as expected writing practices for assessment, that underpin the self-
conscious, field-congruent presentation of subject-specific learning through written summative 
assignments.  As illustrated in Chapters 3 and 4, due to the dominance of the autonomous model 
of academic writing development, higher education lecturers do not traditionally spend time 
articulating and demonstrating the particular writing practices that they expect their students to 
produce in summative written assignments.  This lack of an explicit, process-based critical 
pedagogy around writing, militates I would argue, DJDLQVWVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDERXWKRZ
they could, or should, write for their discipline successfully.    
 
8.3.2 Provocation 2  
 
How can post-qualitative research into OHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIDFDGHPLFZULWLQJpractices 
open up a debate about academic writing development practices in higher education? 
 
The response taken to this question raises the need for what I have called µQew practice 
imaginaries for academic writing LQ KLJKHU HGXFDWLRQ¶These new practice imaginaries for 
academic writing represent an invitation to struggle with academic writing.  The use of the 
ZRUG µLPDJLQDU\¶ LV /DFDQLDQ in origin. Lacan (1958) spoke of three domains that human 
beings inhabit, namely; the symbolic, imaginary and the real. New practice imaginaries for 
academic writing in higher education look forward to µZKDWPLJKWEH¶, not what LVµSHUFHLYHG
WREH¶ (WKHV\PEROLFRUQRWZKDWµLV¶ (the real).  Such imaginaries necessarily go against the 
grain of dominant academic writing discourses (which are rooted in the symbolic resonance of 
traditional forms of writing such as the formal essay) and which too often ignore the diversity 
of many students writing histories (the real).  New practice imaginaries for academic writing 
in higher education insist that the relationship between higher education academic writing 
practices and those who engage in them, is one of difference.  Difference can be expressed in 
many ways; it could be through the forms of academic writing experienced through the research 
process (as was the case in this thesis); in the use of critical pedagogies (for lecturers engaged 
291 
in teaching) or via alternative curriculum design and/or methods of assessment (experienced 
by students engaged in learning).     
 
7KHµLPDJLQDU\¶ UHFRQVWLWXWHGDVDQRXQ LValso a useful concept for signaling new ways of 
becoming an academic writer. New practice imaginaries for academic writing in higher 
education are social and reflexive.  UnOLNH WKH µUHDO¶ DQG V\PEROLF GLVFRXUVHV WKH\ FRXOG
replace, they are constructs defined by the interplay and rhizomic interrelatedness of texts, 
writing events and writing identities in higher education, not by the fixing of those elements 
LQWRµFRUUHFW¶FRQILJXUDWLRQV.  Thinking through new writing practice imaginaries for academic 
writing could move OHFWXUHUV¶practice beyond the tacit and taken for granted academic writing 
practices that currently dominate in the Academy.  For example, this thesis has discussed the 
ways in which higher education academic writing practices develop within disciplinary fields. 
These are highly pedagogised spaces in institutional terms, but often lack a sense of clarity and 
criticality about what actually constitutes and supports learning generally, and the development 
of academic writing specifically (Lea and Street, 1998; Ganobscik-Williams, 2006).  It may be 
that creating new opportunities, and ways for discussing writing practices and development, 
between university managers, lecturers and students could begin to change the accepted 
pedagogic culture around writing and writing development currently extant in many higher 
education institutions.   
 
8QLYHUVLWLHVLQKDELWDµVXSHUFRPSOH[¶ZRUOGLQZKLFKWKH\DUHQRWVROHDXWKRULWDWLYHSURGXFHUV
and reproducers of information or knowledge, in particular fixed forms as discussed by Barnett 
(2000).  Indeed, Barnett argues that in a modern academy the nature and status of any 
epistemological claims are increasingly debatable and contestable, as are the forms of academic 
writing deployed to express them.  One can argue, therefore, that all forms of higher education 
learning may, for this reason, benefit from an explicitly metacognitive pedagogic approach.  
This approach could foreground and problematise academic writing practices and identities, 
central to learning and teaching, across and within disciplinary fields (Biggs, 2003).   
 
8.4 New Academic W riting Imaginaries  
 
8.4.1 A new academic writing imaginary for universities 
 
7KHRQJRLQJGHEDWHDERXWDFDGHPLFZULWLQJVWDQGDUGVDQGVWXGHQWV¶ preparedness for university 
is, this thesis contends, part of an important debate about changing functions of British 
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universities in the twenty first century (Barnett, 2000; Hayton and Paczuska, 2002; Cooper and 
Thomas 2000).  Far from being a cause for concern, the indeterminism of academic writing 
practices, as discussed thus far, could serve as a pedagogic catalyst, opening up spaces for a 
whole new way of thinking about academic writing practices and supporting writing 
development practices within higher education teaching and learning at an institutional level.  
 
Historically, higher education has defined itself through claims that it offers excellent teaching 
by experts in the field, whilst its research is characterised by unimpeachable academic 
objectivity, rigour and ethics.  These claims cohere around the ability of students and academics 
to evaluate independently competing knowledge-claims, and counter-claims, through their 
teaching and learning, and, of course, create new knowledge, or at least develop and 
substantiate existing knowledge-claims through their research.  Whilst postmodern approaches 
to knowledge and validity, as discussed in Chapter 6, reject simple concepts of knowledge 
transfer and research objectivity, they nonetheless share a sense of higher education¶V 
distinctiveness.  Postmodernist approaches to learning and research reposition universities as a 
potentially radical space where academics are encouraged, and in turn encourage students,  to 
challenge the µWDNHQ-for-grantedness¶ RI standards which inform dominant disciplinary 
epistemes, academic writing practices and the power relations that they often enact 
unthinkingly.  
 
Expanding higher education should be about far more than simply recruiting a wider range of 
students to existing programmes and assessing those programmes using established forms of 
written assessment (Ivanic, 1998; Lea and Street, 1998; Lillis, 2001, Lillis and McKinney, 
2003).  There is an urgent need to challenge out-dated, often discriminatory political and 
academic orthodoxies informing ideas about ZKLFKDFDGHPLFZULWLQJSUDFWLFHVDUHµFRUUHFW¶
ZKLFKLQVWLWXWLRQVDUHWKHµEHVW¶DQGZKRWKHµULJKW¶NLQGRIVWXGHQWVDUHLikewise, there is 
arguably a need to integrate academic writing development in universities beyond those 
students deemed to be µDW ULVN¶ +DJJLV and Pouget, 2002). Not least, academic writing 
development in higher education could be much more cognisant of the diverse writing 
experiences that students increasingly bring with them to higher education.   
 
For example, one could use the more complex reconceptualisation of academic writing 
practices developed in this thesis to challenge frequently expressed concerns in higher 
education that poor writing skills in widening participation students has contributed to a general 
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µGXPELQJGRZQ¶RIKLJKHUHGXcation in English universities (Burke, 2005; Leathwood, 2010).  
One could argue, using those reconceptualisations, that the different writing experiences that 
widening participation students bring with them to university could, far from being a cause for 
concern, serve as a spur to open up spaces in the Academy for whole new ways of thinking 
about and supporting academic writing and writing development practices through a range of 
critical pedagogies (French, 2013).   
 
The statements in Chapter 7 indicated that participants, in this research setting at least, often 
experienced and internalised, academic writing practices as disciplining technologies 
encouraging field-congruent conformity.  This had the tendency to:   
 
[«] mediate academic writing practices, tending to constrain rather than open up 
possibilities for meaning making (Lillis, 1997, p.182).  
 
Fairclough (1995) also thought it was important to challenge dominant academic writing 
practices in higher education because they are, to a greater or lesser extent, µinvolved in 
educating people about the sociolinguistic order they live¶ (p.220).  For this reason, one can 
argue that academic writing practices are an important agent of social reproduction and 
disciplinary power in higher education. 6ZRUG¶V  UHVHDUFK LQWR SURIHVVLRQDO ZULWLQJ
practices makes a case for more incentives to experiment and challenge established ways of 
writing for publication in the Academy.  She argues that despite protestations from editors, 
who state that that they want exciting and brave writing from potential contributors, what they 
actually publish:  
 
[...] reveals a startling gap between theory and practice: that is, between what most 
academics say stylish writing is and what educationalists actually produce and publish. 
(p.320)  
 
SZRUG¶V(2009) frustration with professional academic publishing conventions was certainly 
echoed by participants in this study, they too wanted the freedom to write in different and 
exciting ways.  However, Sword is realistic that the power to change has to come not only 
from journal editors and publishers but academics themselves:   
 
The status quo will begin to shift only when more and more academics dare to write 
differently, replacing impersonal research reports with real-life stories about students, 
teachers and researchers (human beings!) engaged in the challenging, frustrating, 
exhilarating work of higher education. (Sword, 2009, p.320) 
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The status quo embodied by an adherence to field-congruent writing practices is, as Chapter 7 
outlines, maintained through forms of disciplinary power, both externally and internally 
imposed.  However, the resulting hegemony belies the situated nature and inherent plasticity 
of writing and as outlined in Chapter 3, which explored how dominant academic writing 
practices can and do, function as sites of tension.  Universities, therefore, could more explicitly 
and critically acknowledge and exploit these tensions to stimulate and reframe discussions and 
expectations around embedded and academic writing development approaches for students. 
Usefully, in this respect Foucault (2002) delineated criticality as the freedom not to be governed 
claiming that: 
 
[«] critique is the movement by which the subject gives himself the right to question 
truth on its effects of power and question power on its discourses of truth. (p.47) 
 
This goes to the heart of a more critical institutional imaginary for academic writing.  Students 
and lecturers in every discipline could be encouraged to think about and question the academic 
writing practices that they are exposed to as readers, and engaged in producing themselves as 
writers.  Critical pedagogic approaches (like those discussed in Chapter 3) encourage lecturers 
to foreground and problematise how academic writing practices mediate learning and teaching 
processes, not only the presentation of learning, but its assessment in higher education, for both 
undergraduate/post-graduate and post-doctoral students.  Metacognitive pedagogic approaches 
to teaching and learning in higher education, such as those propounded by Biggs (2003), 
empower lecturers to question, and even contest, the SULQFLSDOµJLYHQV¶RUµWUXWKV¶RIDFDGHPLF
writing across disciplines with their students.  This includes discussing not only what one can 
write about, but, as this thesis has tried to show, how one can write within disciplines.  The 
underpinning principles of meta-linguistic and dialogic pedagogic approaches explicitly relates 
academic writing development practices to critical thinking,  not just as a vehicle for increased 
clarity of expression,  EXW DV DQ LQWHJUDO PHGLXP IRU VWXGHQWV¶ FRJQLWLYH UHDVoning.  For 
example, creating a dialogic space to share and explore individual perceptions of and reactions 
to disciplinary-based academic writing processes, can function as a way of self-consciously 
organising and calibrating what one has learned as a situated practice. 
 
Therefore, engendering OHFWXUHUV¶ confidence and willingness to question and contest the ways 
in which disciplinary knowledge in the academy is presented and/or mediated through writing 
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is crucial.  It speaks to Barnett¶V2000, 2007) EHOLHIWKDWXQLYHUVLWLHVLQKDELWDµVXSHUFRPSOH[¶
world in which they are not sole, authoritative producers and reproducers of information or 
knowledge in particular, fixed forms.  Indeed, Barnett maintains that in the modern world the 
nature and status of any knowledge-claims are increasingly debatable and contestable, as are 
the forms, such as academic writing, deployed to express or mediate them.  Learning in higher 
education should, according to Barnett, be progressively experienced via the supported, 
negotiation of a number of contested critical metanarratives, or frameworks, through which 
information and epistemes can be expressed, experienced and, of course, challenged (Barnett, 
2000).  BarneWW¶V (2000) µVXSHUFRPSOH[LW\¶, however, requires contestable and fluid pedagogic 
frameworks which create new learning spaces for lecturers and students, enabling them to 
TXHVWLRQWUDGLWLRQDOHSLVWHPLFSULQFLSOHVRIµWUXWK¶DQGµNQRZOHGJH¶DQG the dominant academic 
writing practices that often support them.  Like the approach outlined below, %DUQHWW¶V (2000) 
supercomplex university gestures towards a more fluid and contingent evolved idea of an 
academic community of practice around writing practices, which does not just act to reify 
accepted, field-congruent ways of knowing and doing, but is prepared to debate and renegotiate 
the limits of that congruity. 
 
8.4.2 A new academic writing imaginary for students  
 
Finding new and innovative approaches and strategies to develop academic writing for students 
is a gradual process.  Lillis (2003) states that: 
 
Whilst powerful as an oppositional frame, that is as a critique of current 
conceptualisations and practices surrounding student writing, academic literacies has 
yet to be developed as a design frame (Kress, 1997, 2000) which can actively contribute 
to student writing pedagogy as both theory and practice. (p.192) 
 
As discussed in earlier chapters, many expectations and assumptions around studHQWV¶ZULWLQJ
remain implicit. Lecturers do not traditionally spend time articulating and demonstrating 
processes through which the subject specific knowledge, which constitutes the bulk of their 
lectures, can be translated into written forms for assessment purposes.  This lack of an explicit, 
process-based critical pedagogy around writing, could, it has been argued in this thesis, militate 
against students¶ understanding about how they should write appropriately for their discipline.  
In spite of the obvious shortcomings of separating reflection from teaching and learning 
processes, from the acquisition of discipline knowledge, this remains the pattern in many 
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universities (Doloughan, 2001).  Students are, more often than not, taught a subject without the 
opportunity to engage explicitly with processes, such as writing for assessment within that 
discipline, which underpins their subject specific learning. 
 
Accordingly, as Chapters 3, 4 and 5 discussed, students and lecturers often feel anonymous and 
disempowered in higher education as writers.  One reason for this, as was illustrated in the 
statements in Chapter 7, is the AFDGHP\¶V WDFLW DOOHJLDQFH WR GRPLQDQW field-congruent 
academic writing practices which operate in largely conformist ways.  As Chapter 6 suggested, 
academic writing identities are not personal, the identity they confer is, however, part of an 
individual¶VµDFDGHPLFZULWLQJLQKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶ZKLFKLVPXWDEOHQRWHVVHQWLDOLVW
7KLV PXWDELOLW\ RI LGHQWLW\ LV DW WKH KHDUW RI HGXFDWLRQ¶V SRWHQWLDO WR EH a transformative 
experience.  The development of a positive, and potentially transformative academic writing 
identity, is crucial to academic success for students (Ivanic, 1998).  However, as discussed in 
the last section, lecturers need to get students more overtly engaged in exploring and 
challenging taken for granted, dominant assumptions about academic writing and writing 
development practices in higher education, (Ivanic, 1998; Lillis, 2001).  This kind of approach 
could create a teaching environment where the talk would not be of students having to produce 
µFRUUHFW¶ DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ.  Instead, students could explore the cultural and historical 
situatedness of dominant disciplinary-based, field-congruent, writing practices in their subject, 
and be encouraged to consciously experiment with and challenge them.  This approach could 
DGG WR DQG LQ VRPH LQVWDQFHV FRPSOHPHQW VWXGHQWV¶ DOUHDG\ ULFK DQG FRPSOH[ZULWLQJ LQ
µKLJKHUHGXFDWLRQKDELWXV¶ZKLFKWKH\, like their lecturers, are constantly developing as they 
move through higher education.  A pedagogy which uses rhizomic conceptualisations of 
academic writing in higher education could help deepen students¶ FRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQV RI
academic writing practices to include the following:  
 
x Autonomous writing v ideological model of writing  
x The mutability of writing practices  
x Relationship between criticality and academic writing  
x Notion of writing as process not product 
x Connection between positive academic writing selves and academic success  
x The importance of experimentation to effective academic writing.  
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Focusing attention on the multiple purposes and meanings of academic writing practices in this 
way,  could encourage lecturers to draw students¶ attention to the often subjective and contested 
nature of the language they are using about academic writing, not only in their feedback to 
students but in assignment and assessment criteria. This attention to academic writing practices, 
as language, might take the form of preliminary discussions about how the specific disciplinary 
writing requirements of a particular subject have developed historically. Such discussions 
could include questions about historicity in History, the demands of scientism in Biology, or 
as has been discussed extensively in this thesis, the problems of representing lived experience 
in social science research. Such discussions would necessarily acknowledge that academic 
writing practices emerge and change, over time, that they are shaped by other factors such as 
technological advancements and social and historical events.  This awareness could encourage 
lecturers and students to remain alive to the potential contestability and multiplicity of 
meanings, in written and spoken language.  Explicit discussion, especially with regard to the 
language used in learning and assessment, could empower students to understand that academia 
requires their deliberate adoption of disciplinary-based academic writing practices.  Using such 
an approach, students should be more able to respond to and act on feedback that is based on 
terms and concepts that have been discussed and shared, if not necessarily agreed on.  For 
example, students could be given opportunities to discuss what they think about, and how they 
react to, the language used most frequently in written assessments and in the written feedback 
they are given by lecturers about their academic writing.  This locates students as active agents 
in the production of their own written texts, rather than passive recipients of assignment 
instructions that they have had no opportunity to debate and written feedback which is vague 
and often predicated on a deficit model.  
 
SWXGHQWV¶ subjective experiences and feelings about academic writing practices, including 
those experienced before they got to university, should be taken very seriously, as they form 
part of a distinctively complex, rhizomic writing pedagogy which takes account of the affective 
domain when learning.  As discussed in Chapter 5 and Chapter 7, the personal stakes around 
academic writing in higher education are high for academics and students.  Individuals have a 
lot invested in doing well and are aware that a failure to produce appropriate academic writing 
will be detrimental to their achievement.  Academic writing is a contingent, yet ever present 
µWKLQJ¶, LQVWXGHQWV¶ lives, which they often feel positively and negatively emotional about.  The 
new imaginary would take into account this affective domain by focusing on getting students 
to think about what they want to say through their academic writing and explore how they feel 
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about writing.  This concentrates them on the importance and experience of having something 
to say. It is an approach that moves the discussion about writing away from the view that 
writing is just about getting a technical skill set right, refocusing both lecturers and students on 
the importance of academic writing as a medium for the development of  thinking and ideas.  
This approach helps reposition lecturers and students as more active and agentic around their 
development as academic writers (as engaged thinkers).  In such a scenario their writing in 
higher education could be more than just a vehicle for reproducing field-congruent writing 
styles, although of course that is important too.  
 
8.4.3 A new academic writing imaginary for lecturers  
 
The critical pedagogies discussed in Chapter 4 create opportunities to critique the µLQYLVLELOLW\¶
of many academic writing practices and using them could help shape new academic writing 
imaginaries for lecturers. In practical teaching terms, Barnett (2000) and Biggs¶ (2003) 
complex, metacognitive approaches to academic writing and writing development raise the 
issue of how discursive, disciplinary power impacts on individual lecturers through dominant 
academic writing and writing development practices. As Bourdieu, (in Bourdieu and 
Wacquant, 1992), makes clear, in any communication process, such as teaching: 
 
[«] even the content of the message itself, remains unintelligible as long as one does 
not take into account the totality of the structure of the power positions that is present, 
yet invisible, in the exchange. (p.146)  
 
Pedagogically, lecturers could take into account the totality of the structure of the power 
positions informing academic writing practices, by translating, or at least opening up for 
discussion, taken-for-granted, dominant disciplinary academic writing practices for their 
students (Rawson, 2000).  Openly discussing assumptions and the communities of practice that 
support dominant academic writing practices could facilitate the emergence of more inclusive, 
discriminating, permeable and integrative approaches to teaching and learning and encourage 
the production of more experimentation in academic writing, at all levels.  In Chapters 4 and 7 
it has been argued that in any simple conceptualisations about the reification of academic 
ZULWLQJ SUDFWLFHV LQWR ELQDU\ GLYLVLRQ RI µJRRG¶ DQG µEDG¶ DUH FRPSUomised by the sheer 
diversity of literacies and writing practices which students bring with them and need to 
negotiate.  Moreover, academic writing practices can, and do, cross disciplinary borders, 
mutate into hybrid forms and respond to technological change.  For example, Knobel and 
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Lanksheer (2007, 2010) explore the ways in which the increasingly multimodal literacies that 
characterise 21st century life are transforming academic literacies and practices.    
 
For these reasons the current status quo of any disciplinary-based academic writing practices 
should be more accurately regarded as a moment in its on-going development, not the 
culmination of the best possible practice.  As argued in Chapter 6, academic writing practices, 
looked at through a postmodern lens, can be presented to students as rhizomically related, 
inhabiting a flattened landscape where various, possibly competing, writing communities 
territorialise and de/reterritorialise different educational landscapes all the time.   
 
An uncritical acceptance of dominant academic writing and development writing practices in 
higher education legitimises their dominance, and has a number of implications.  Before 
individuals even enter the Academy, a lack of familiarity with the types of writing expected of 
them can lead to lack of confidence and difficulties, once their writing has been judged.  As 
discussed in Chapter 4 and 5, this lack of familiarity with accepted/expected academic writing 
practices reflects the unequal distribution of cultural capital in society.  Moreover, within the 
university, across all levels, undergraduate, postgraduate and professional, a dearth of critical 
discussion around academic writing practices creates a compliant and conformist learning and 
teaching climate. This climate often results in a situation where lecturers expect certain kinds 
of writing from students (who are penalised if they fail to deliver) and where editors of journals 
and directors of study expect certain kinds of writing (so that academics are penalised by non-
publication if they fail to deliver).    
 
However, more innovative and integrated approaches to developing academic writing through 
critical pedagogies, like those outlined in Chapter 4, would pose a huge challenge to many 
lecturers, as there has often been very little tradition of lecturers operating in this way in higher 
education in the UK (Zukas and Malcolm, 1999).  The negative influence of the deficit model 
around academic writing development, discussed in Chapter 5, and the concept of mimesis, 
discussed in Chapter 7, means that lecturers do not usually admit to students they have 
struggled, or do struggle, with their own academic writing.  Instead, the achievement of 
academic writing, more often than not, DSSHDUV WR EH µD NLQG RI WULFN¶ ZKLFK OHFWXUHUV
positioned discursively as expert writers, have mastered, and which students in turn, must learn 
to master themselves.  If more cognisance was taken of how students learn to write for higher 
education purposes (like their lecturers did before them when they were undergraduates) then 
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closer links with writing development could be developed between what is taught, how it is 
taught, and what is learnt.  In the new imaginary, lecturers could question how and why students 
need to learn to write in particular ways for their discipline.  This could help explain the clearly 
demarcated territories between subject-specific content currently found within higher 
education.  
 
Whilst supporting the basic premise that students do undoubtedly benefit from holistic and 
embedded approaches to writing development, this thesis suggests that there are institutional 
issues to be addressed about how prepared and supported lecturers in British universities are 
for being fully in charge of developing students¶writing or even working collaboratively with 
specialist writing-developers.   The provision developed in some universities,  such as (Mitchell 
and Evison (2005) working at the University of London  and Ganobcsik-:LOOLDP¶s (2011)  
µThinking Writing¶ project at Coventry University suggest ways in which more proactive 
institutional support around academic writing development can help lecturers, just as much as 
students, to develop more confident and self-aware academic writing identities and a clearer, 
possibly more critical, understanding of the historical and cultural values and assumptions 
underpinning writing in the Academy.  However, there is plenty of evidence that academic 
writing development, for lecturers themselves and/or for their work with students, has not 
traditionally been viewed as an important aspect of lecturers¶professional development (Biggs 
and Tang 2007; Ramsden 2003).  Despite this, there is often little commitment in universities 
aimed at developing a coherent and systematic academic writing development programme (as 
discussed in Chapter 4).   
 
Institutions could begin by acknowledging that lecturers' writing identities are increasingly 
complex and hybridised (Barnett and Di Napoli, 2006).  Chapter 7 explored the extent to which 
lecturers, like students, have an often conflicted and always complex sense of themselves as 
academic writers who can belong, simultaneously and at different times, in their professional 
lives, to various writing communities as lecturers, doctoral students, contributors to journals, 
editors and so on; in addition, of course, to any other writing communities that they may be 
part of, in other spheres of their lives.  This means that lecturers often not only need support to 
become more effective writing developers for their students; but they often need help to 
develop themselves into the kind of portfolio professional academic writers described by 
participants in Chapter 7.   
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0H]LURZ¶V, 2000) research on reflexivity suggests one way individuals can challenge 
totalising and powerful GLVFRXUVHV DURXQG DFDGHPLF ZULWLQJ  +LV FRQFHSW RI µSerspective 
transformation¶ LQ WKH HDUO\ work, Transformative Dimensions of Adult Learning (1991), 
explores how individuals can become critically aware through a more reflexive understanding 
of everyday professional practices, such as academic writing, which often become 
µEODFNER[HG¶ /DWRXU ) and thus rendered invisible. This notion RI µSHUVSHFWLYH
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ¶KDVEHen enacted through the analysis of statements in Chapter 7.  They began 
to H[SORUHKRZDQGZK\OHFWXUHUV¶presuppositions have come to constrain how they perceive, 
understand, and feel DERXW WKHPVHOYHV QRW RQO\ DV WKH MXGJHV RI VWXGHQWV¶ ZULWLQJ EXW DV
professional academic writers, who themselves struggle with the various demands that the 
academy makes on them. This is a process that could be usefully incorporated into higher 
education staff development and teacher education programmes.  However, as this study has 
already discussed, the programmes and qualifications currently offered to new lecturers, rarely 
offer any explicit development around academic writing practices.   
 
One can argue, therefore, that there should be more opportunities for lecturers to discuss their 
own YDOXHV DQG H[SHFWDWLRQV DERXW VWXGHQWV¶ academic writing and writing development, 
particularly with regard to how they inform the content and purpose of the  summative written 
assignments set for student assessments.  4XHVWLRQV WKDW D QHZ LPDJLQDU\ IRU OHFWXUHUV¶
academic writing development might frame as part of their everyday pedagogic practice around 
embedded academic writing development might include: 
 
x What do lecturers want their students¶ writing to look like and are they aware of the extent 
they want it to resemble the dominant writing practices in their disciplinary field (and do 
they know what they are)? 
x What do lecturers want their feedback to mean and/or do with regard to developing their 
VWXGHQWV¶ academic writing, both within and beyond, field-congruent expectations and 
assumptions? 
x How can, or should, written feedback from subject lecturers develop academic writing 
development strategies through summative written feedback? 
x How can students be engaged more interactively and proactively with developing their 
academic writing, both within and beyond, field-congruent expectations and assumptions? 
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In these ways, lecturers, along with their students, could begin to negotiate and thereby 
territorialise and deterritorialise different academic writing spaces so that they remain open to 
change and innovation. This would, of course, also involve lecturers constantly and consciously 
renegotiating their own writing identities. 7KLV WKHVLVKDVH[SORUHG OHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI
academic writing practices in higher education precisely in order to open up such a process of 
negotiation and discussion around their own, DQGWKHLUVWXGHQWV¶academic writing identities.  
Openness to change offers lecturers ways of resisting and challenging the dominant discourses 
around academic writing practices, which have so often had the effect of closing down debate 
and stifling innovation in higher education about the forms academic writing should or could 
take.  
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Epilogue   
I have found it very difficult to finish this thesis, but end it must.  I have chosen to finish 
as I started, with three examples, this time they illustrate the process of producing this 
thesis, this particular writing practice.  The first is a quote from Deleuze and Guattari¶V
µ$7KRXVDQG3ODWHDXV¶,WLVERWK inspiring and aspirational and I hope (if one substitutes 
µthesis for µERRN¶LQWKHTXRWHWKDW it sums up my feelings about the status/meaning of 
this final write up of my doctoral thesis:   
 
A book has neither object nor subject; it is made of variously formed matters, and 
very different dates and speeds. To attribute the book to a subject is to overlook 
this working of matters, and the exteriority of their relations. In a book, as in all 
things, there are lines of articulation or segmentarity, strata and territories; but also 
lines of flight, movements of deterritorialization and destratification. (Deleuze and 
Guattari, 1987 p.3)  
 
I particularly like the way that this quotation draws attention to the relationships between 
the constituent elements or parts that make up a thesis, which is thHµZRUNLQJVRIPDWWHU 
 
I remember how I experienced the ebb and flow of WKHVHµPDWWHUV¶RQPHHPRWLRQDOO\
affectively, as the thesis (a product of part-time study) moved at different speeds at 
different times.   
 
The quotation also reflects how the object and subjects of my research exist on the same 
plane.  As ,FRQVLGHUWKHSKUDVHµexteriority of their relations¶, I find myself thinking of 
+HLGHJJHU¶VFRQFHSWVRI µWKURZQQHVV¶DQG µLQ-der-welW¶DQG WKHUKL]RPLFFRQQHFWLRQV
and relations between all matter that such concepts imply.  The research has enacted 
reterritorialisation and deterritorialisation in various ways on its nomadic journey. 
Indeed, a thesis like this looks both inward and outwards; it tries to articulate the lines 
of flight it has travelled, whilst gesturing and aspiring to lines of flight as yet untravelled.  
It recognises that hierarchies and stratification exist without subscribing to them. 
 
 The second concluding example is an image (F igure 30, p. 299) made  by  one of my 
favourite photographers, F rancesca Woodman, whose take on the world I have always 
found fascinating and perplexing, engendering feelings of wonder and confusion.   The 
work I have chosen reflects how I always feel about things that interest and excite me, in 
this instance, academic writing practices.   The montage of related images represents 
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how I feel about my research journey and how it brought a particular version of myself 
into being (as writing always does).  The montage begins with a series of empty frames, 
the emptiness reflects an absence, as my researcher self had not yet been brought into 
being. The next sequence of frames illustrates how my identity as a researcher, my 
subjectivity (represented by the body in the photographs), remained blurred and 
indistinct throughout my time as a researcher.  The artificial frame that Woodman has 
GUDZQRQWRWKHSKRWRJUDSKVDUWLFXODWHVKRZWKHµIUDPLQJ¶RIWKHUHVHDUFKSRVLWLRQHGPH
in different ways as I moved through the research process.  In this sense, the drawn frame 
symbolises organisation, position and restraint. The movement of the body in the 
photograph through and beyond the frame represents how I was always moving, still 
changing as I developed through my research. The figure in the photographs is playing 
with the frame, exploring it, like I played with and explored the boundaries of 
exploratory, qualitative research in education. Taken together, these images illustrate 
the way I feel now as I look back on my research; they represent how I and my subject-
PDWWHU µOHFWXUHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI DFDGHPLFZULWLQJ¶ KDYHZRUNHGRQ HDFKRWKHUDQG
changed continuously throughout the research process. 
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Figure 30: Francesca Woodman montage (reproduced here with kind permission from the 
Woodman Foundation)  
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The final concluding example I have chosen is a poem I wrote as I struggled with trying 
to articulate, in more conventional academic prose, my feelings about my subject 
matter and the whole process of writing a PhD , at the end of the doctoral writing 
process.  I failed miserably and this is the result.   
 
It is my last word on the subject (for now at least). 
 
The working of matters 
 
Lines of flight    
(articulated thoughts and feelings) 
Movements to territorialise and deterritorialise  
 (across landscapes often unknown and unexpected)  
A QHZµZULWLQJLQKLJKHUeducation habitus ¶ 
(for now, it will change again)  
Changing professional practices around academic writing  
(they should shift again)    
Writing liminally, in and about the spaces in-between  
(always finding new ones)  
Negotiating through writing and research 
(not necessarily known)  
Dialoguing, questioning and collaborating  
(entangling writing selves)  
Rethinking academic writing practices 
(They should feel risky) 
Through a glass darkly 
(inevitably) 
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Appendices  
 
1.  C E T L Briefing Paper : Supporting the development of academic literacy in first 
year Education and Early Childhood Studies students Research design: 2006/7 
 
Rationale for the research 
This research was part of a national research bid funded by the Centre for Excellence in 
Learning and Teaching to understand the first year learning experience in higher 
education.  One of the concerns for first year students is the ability to develop the 
appropriate study skills.  The Dearing Report (1997) identified that strong key skills were 
often lacking in university graduates.  The Report advocated that these skills were 
embedded into the curriculum.  This was further endorsed by the White Paper: The 
Future of Higher Education (2003) which recommended that communication skills, both 
written and oral, were integrated into individual subjects rather than offering a discrete 
study skills module.  For the last ten years, in the School of Education in this university, 
first year students on HEFCE funded course (i.e. non-teacher training programmes of 
study) have studied a discrete,  generic study skills module called Learning for Success 
that aims to give students study skills in academic reading, writing, presentation, team 
working, and communication and ICT competence. However, preliminary research on 
this module by the project team indicated that many of the first year students felt that 
they already entered university with these skills; in fact only 10/73 participants, (14%, all 
of whom were mature students) indicated that they wanted  a specific study skills 
module.   
 
Aims and objectives 
7KHDLPRIWKHUHVHDUFKZDVWRLGHQWLI\FRPPRQLVVXHVSHUWDLQLQJWRVWXGHQWV¶DFDGHPLF
writing when first attending university.  The two main objectives were to identify any 
issues with academic  writing the students may have and secondly to be able, through the 
research findings, to provide the most appropriate support to the students in order to 
improve and develop their study skills, to aid progression of SEd first year 
undergraduates and improve grades. 
 
The student sample 
The students were studying three core modules from the Early Childhood Studies, 
Education Studies and Special Needs and Inclusion Studies disciplines.  This was so that 
the majority of Level 1 students were targeted and any problems that were identified 
could be addressed early on in their academic studies. 
 
The research process 
The data collection methods involved collecting primary documentary evidence from 
VWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJWXWRUV¶IHHGEDFNQRWHVDQGIRFXVJURXSVRI/HYHOVWXGHQWV 
 
Collecting and assessing examples of students writing  
An analysis of Level 1 student writing was undertaken during the third week of semester 
1.  Project members held informal discussions with the teaching staff involved.  They 
explained the rationale for the task and suggested ways of enabling the students to 
complete it in a supportive environment as part of the Learning for Success module.  The 
initial writing exercises were based on short (approximately 1000 words) extracts from 
relevant journals to the specific disciplines on SJA.  Students were asked to read the 
extracts over the week as an out-of-class activity.  They were then given a series of 
prompts and asked to write about what they thought about the extract.  This exercise was 
used because the ability to show competence in critical reading and then demonstrate this 
proficiency through academic writing is the criteria for the eventual award of a degree 
(Goodwyn and Poulson in Goodwyn and Stables, 2005).  The exercise was completed in 
approximately 30 minutes during a taught session.  
  
In total, 149 students submitted their initial writing task that was marked against a set of 
common technical writing errors. (See Figure 1 below)  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Error  Frequency  Total 
   
Inappropriate/poor use    
 
  
 E r ror 
 
Comment  Total 
Poor vocabulary  
 
 
  
Lack of clar ity 
 
 
  
Spelling 
 
 
  
Sentence structure issues 
 
 
  
Unnecessary shift in 
tense  
 
 
  
Unnecessary shift in 
pronoun  
 
  
,WVLW¶VFRQIXVLRQ 
 
 
  
There/thei r  
 
 
  
Use of abbreviations  
 
  
 Figure 1 Initial diagnosis of writing ± most frequent errors) 
 
 
The marked initial writing assessments were returned to lecturers involved in the delivery 
of the modules.  Project members discussed any students who appeared to have done 
particularly badly on the assessment.      
 
The feedback to students was given two weeks after completing the writing exercise (to 
give time for marking).  In addition to their marked initial assessments a feedback sheet 
(Figure 1.) was given to students to help raise their awareness about seeking help with 
their writing and proof-reading their work.  Feedback was given on an individual basis 
both verbally and using the marked initial assessment as a focus for discussion (Figure 
2). 
 
 
Feedback on W riting Skills   
The aim of this feedback is to give you an indication of some of the areas of your writing 
that you might need to pay particular attention to when completing assignments later in 
the module.   
 
NAME  
 
Writing Skill Check out learning 
support in the 
Learning Centre 
when preparing an 
assignment  
Check drafts 
carefully yourself 
and ensure the final 
draft is accurate 
before handing 
work in  
Generally sound ± 
but proof read work 
before handing in  
 
Missing words  
 
 
  
Clarity of 
expression  
   
Appropriate 
academic style  
   
Correct use of 
vocabulary  
   
Sentence structure     
Spelling     
Punctuation     
 
Figure 2 Student feedback form  
 
 
 
Focus groups  
Focus groups were conducted three weeks after the feedback.  They focussed on the 
VWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIERWKWKHZULWWHQH[HUFLVHDQGWKHIHHGEDFNWKH\UHFHLYHGLQRUGHU
to further guide them, where necessary, to improve their writing skills.  This guidance 
included information about specialist help available through the Learning Centre.  The 
focus groups were composed of 16 students, 4 male and 12 female.  This is representative 
of the gender breakdown in the School of Education.  Six of the students were combining 
sports studies with education studies; four were Early Childhood Studies specialists; four 
were Special Needs and Inclusion studies and two were combining Education Studies 
with Psychology.  Discussion from the interviews focussed on the following issues: 
x their understanding of the written task 
x their feelings about doing it within a restricted timescale 
x the feedback they received 
x future guidance and support with academic writing. 
 
$QDGGLWLRQDODQDO\VLVZDVXQGHUWDNHQIURPWKHVWXGHQWV¶IRUPDWLve assignments on 
Learning for Success which were submitted towards the end of semester 1 and evaluated 
against the same criteria as the initial writing task to determine any changes. 
 Focus groups  
The first group comprised the Early Childhood Studies students who were reluctant to be 
WDSHGVRILHOGQRWHVZHUHWDNHQSDUDSKUDVHGZLWKWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV¶DJUHHPHQWDQGUHDG
EDFNWRWKHPIRUFRQILUPDWLRQ7KHVHFRQGJURXSFRPSULVHGWKH6SRUWV6WXGLHV¶VWXGHQWV
who combined with Education Studies; this group was willing to be taped so the tape 
recorder was used and supplemented with field notes.  This process was also applied to 
the third group of students.  The prompts were a mix of general and specific questions 
relating to their writing experiences, including the writing exercise and the feedback they 
were given as part of this project.  
 
F indings  
 149 first year students participated in the initial writing sample which was used to 
diagnose common errors 
 Using the simple feedback criteria that went to students: 
 - VWXGHQWVZHQWLQWRWKHµJHQHUDOO\VRXQG¶FROXPQ± this meant there were very few 
errors in the initial piece of writing.  (The most common error in this category was 
misuse of/or missing apostrophes).  This group included two Dutch students and at 
least two second year part-time students that I could identify.  
 - VWXGHQWVZHQWLQWRWKHµVKRXOGVHHNVXSSRUWIURPWKH/HDUQLQJ&HQWUHEHIRUH
KDQGLQJZRUNLQ¶FROXPQ± this means there was a significant technical error rate 
frequently impeding understanding.  Of this group four were identified as having EAL, 
two as Creole transfer and two as self-identified dyslexic, there may, however, be more 
students with one or more of these literacy difficulties. 
 
97 went into the middle category which indicateGWKDWVWXGHQWVVKRXOGµSURRIUHDGWKHLU
ZRUNFDUHIXOO\EHIRUHKDQGLQJLWLQ¶$WOHDVWRQHVHOI-identified dyslexic student and 
several EAL students were included here.  This category covered students who evidenced 
a range of consistent technical errors but whose work was not difficult to read.  
  
Final summative marks for LFS were mapped to the initial assessment categories and the 
following broad conclusions were noted:  
 
 Those students who achieved a high assessment for their initial diagnosis generally got a 
higher grade of B11 or above for their final summative.  This was above the average for 
the module as a whole. 
 No student in medium range of diagnostic assessment achieved higher than C10.   
 
Institutional Implications 
 
Stakeholders:   
x University requires a more proactive and systematic approach to writing support.  
This should include a strong steer from senior management to progress this.  This is 
important to the widening participation agenda, as it helps support all students and 
enhance their literacy skills set.   
x It is important to embed academic writing skills into subject specialism. 
x Embedding academic writing skills into the curriculum should also include a 
GLDJQRVWLFDSSURDFKLQRUGHUWRSLFNXSGLIILFXOWLHVHDUO\LQVWXGHQWV¶DFademic 
careers.  This requires a loop to identity difficulties, to provide writing support 
interventions and feedback. 
 
Sector 
x Care should be taken to ensure that study skills should not be approached from a 
deficit model.  They are important to all students and improvements can be made 
across the student body. 
 
Business Case  
x Opportunity:  The School of Education are forging ahead with developments in this 
area.  Firstly this is being approached through a proactive, systematic approach to 
personal tutoring, which provides more support for staff to support students 
holistically.  A large part of the support students will receive will focus on developing 
their academic and writing skills.   
x Risk analysis:  In the current funding climate, it is important to ensure that students 
achieve and complete.  As a result of the widening participation agenda the 
University of Wolverhampton educates students from a variety of educational 
backgrounds.  Typically the Institution does not attract students with a high level of 
English and writing skills.  Consequently it is important to make this part of their 
learning experience to aid their achievement.  Specifically this helps students who are 
in the D band to achieve better grades and may impact on graduating grades, 
however, longitudinal research is required to establish this. 
x Threats:  Workloads and time.  Lecturers feel unsupported as a writing developer.  
They also report that they have difficulty in ensuring they cover the subject 
FXUULFXOXPDQGILQGLWDµVWUHWFK¶WRalso cover writing skills.  As a result they 
prioritise expertise in the taught field.  This is also complicated by the Learning 
Works Programme.  The process of learning vs product of subject becomes an 
important debate.  However, blended learning can be used to help embed writing 
skills and group work is also a counter to this.  Lecturers comment that finding time 
to mark, fitting writing skills into lectures with the curriculum and having no support 
for as they try to do this, makes academic writing skills more difficult for them to 
embed. 
x Resource implications:  Investments need to be made so that the organisation can 
provide an atmosphere that supports and trains staff to work with academic writing 
skills. 
 
Expert Contacts 
 Goodman, S. Lillis, T. Maybin, J. Mercer, N. (eds.) (2003) Language, Literacy and 
Education: A reader.  Trentham Books: The Open University Press. 
 Ivanic. R. (1998) Writing and Identity: the discoursal construction of identity in academic 
writing.  Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
 Street, B. (1995) Social Literacies: critical approaches to literacy in development, 
ethnography and education. London: Longman. 
 6WUHHW%µ$FDGHPLF/LWHUDFLHV¶LQ%DNHU-&OD\&DQG)R[&HGV
Challenging Ways of Knowing in English, Mathematics and Science. London: Falmer 
Press.  
 
 Amanda French, School of Education, University of Wolverhampton 
A.French@wlv.ac.uk 
  
Appendix 2  
C E T L Briefing Paper : Embedding writing skills.   
A published account of this project is available at: 
http://www.eliss.org.uk/CurrentIssueVol22/ViewArticlev2i2/tabid/272/itemid/103/pubta
bid/278/repmodid/411/Default.aspx 
Rationale for the research  
)RUWKHODVWWKUHH\HDUVDWHDPRIUHVHDUFKHUVEDVHGLQ:ROYHUKDPSWRQ8QLYHUVLW\¶V
School of Education have been working on a research project, which focuses on 
developing secure writing identities in first year Early Years students.  The Early 
Childhood Studies degree is vocationally based and underpinned with relevant academic 
theory.  Many of the students are qualified, experienced practitioners who entered higher 
HGXFDWLRQEHFDXVHZRUNIRUFHGHYHORSPHQWLQLWLDWLYHVLQHDUO\\HDUV¶(GXFDUHKDYH
encouraged them to study for a degree.  Others have worked with children either in a 
voluntary capacity or in placement or as employment.  Many continue to work in early 
childhood settings whilst completing their degrees.  For this reason their entry into higher 
education often represents a shift from the utilisation of largely practical knowledge in 
the workplace to a primarily theoretical knowledge base operating in academia.  This 
shift may account for the fact that many students report experiencing anxiety and 
difficulty around academic writing, especially in their first year.  
 
Earlier research by the team on this cohort had revealed that the majority of the students 
preferred an embedded approach to developing their study skills and confidence in 
writing Allan & Clarke (2006).  This led to a decision by the teaching team to replace the 
stand alone module study skills module, that had previously been offered to all first year 
students, so that study and skills and writing development activities could be delivered as 
an integral part of all first year core modules.  Experienced cumulatively, the activities 
were intended to introduce students to opportunities to practice different kinds of writing 
and receive structured feedback on how they could improve their writing.  The writing 
activities that resulted were often followed up in class by discussions about writing in 
higher education, what it actually involves and why written assignments are designed in 
particular ways.  Many of the activities were linked into formative tasks, which in turn 
fed directly into summative assignments.  
 
Aims and objectives  
To embed and evaluate a series of writing development interventions into core modules 
RQWKH6-$SURJUDPPH%\UHVWUXFWXULQJVWXGHQWV¶H[SHULHQFHVRIZULWLQJDVDSURFHVVRI
practice, feedback and discussion the team aimed to provide students with some practical 
scaffolding and reassurance about their writing before they handed in their first piece of 
assessed work. The activities were also intended to create a greater awareness in staff and 
students around what was the purpose of each written assignment.  Lastly, exposure to 
WKHUDQJHRIDFWLYLWLHVZDVLQWHQGHGWRGHHSHQVWXGHQWV¶JUDVSRIZKDWZDVDFWXDOO\
involved in the production of written summatives so that issues such as using secondary 
sources as evidence, synthesising and analysing a range of theories and expressing a 
personal point of view had been discussed and debated as part of the whole learning 
experience (Wall 2006).   
 
This work was evaluated for its impact on students and staff.   
 
Research design  
A participatory action research approach was implemented in this project.  Context-
specific; it only involved students in the first year of their degree and it looked to the 
future; any changes resulting from the project were to feed in to subsequent iterations of 
the modules.  This study started by concentrating on minor changes to pedagogic practice 
in the research setting, which participating individuals could manage and control.  
However, the long-term aim is that such small changes may eventually lead to more 
extensive patterns of change around our curriculum design and delivery. 
 
The main theoretical approach used in this project drew on the New Literacy Studies 
(NLS) movement (Street 1996).  NLS does not treat literacy as one self-evident set of 
skills that allows people to engage in reading and writing.  Rather it argues that people 
use many literacies (different kinds of reading and writing) in their everyday lives 
(Barton and Hamilton 1998).  These literacies are shaped by their context and purpose.  
For the sample population of first year SJA students, writing was shaped by the 
expectations and values that inform what constitutes learning within their subject-
specialism at university level.  Its purpose, meanwhile, was primarily driven by the need 
to assess that knowledge transfer had taken place.  In line with an NLS approach the 
project team were determined to relocate writing development away from a techniscist, 
skills-based model that focussed on spelling, grammar and punctuation, towards the 
concept that any writing can only be understood in terms of its context (Lea & Street, 
2006). 
 
To try and tease out these purposes, expectations and values the research team began by 
asking staff teaching on core modules to  identify which writing tasks SJA students were 
being asked to complete on those first year core modules. (SeeFfigure 1. for a summary.)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F igure 1.  SJA :  Survey of writing practices on Level 1 modules 
 
 
Subject G roup 1. How often do you 
use writing in your 
core module(s)? 
What form(s) does 
it take? 
2. What do you want 
\RXUVWXGHQWV¶ZULWLQJ
to show you they can 
do? O r , why do you 
ask them to write? 
3. Do students have 
difficulties achieving what 
\RX¶YHRXWOLQHGLQ"&DQ
you describe these 
difficulties? 
4. Is the writing students do assessed? If so, 
how and at what stage in the module? 
Child 
Development  
EY001 
Summative and 
formative. 
Note-taking / 
summarizing. 
Presentation. 
Technical accuracy. 
Expression and clarity 
of ideas. 
Understanding and 
application of key 
concepts. 
Sometimes ± some students 
GRQ¶WFRPHZLWKYHU\
systematic note-taking 
techniques.  
Often students have very poor 
proofreading skills. 
Technical accuracy is 
variable ± it is difficult to 
give specific support within 
subject areas. Need to refer to 
external support areas. 
Formative and summative assessments do take 
account of the qualities outlined in 2. 
ED STUDS. 
ED1161 
Introduction to 
Education Studies  
 
Sem 1: Summative 
written assessment 
focused on 
individual learning 
characteristics. 
Sem 2: Summative 
reflective account of 
experiences on the 
ED1161 module. 
The written 
assignments for 
ED1161 provide 
opportunities for 
students to address the 
university key skills. 
 
The main difficulty students 
encounter relates to building 
links between theory and 
practice. 
Paraphrasing and referencing 
remain problem areas at level 
1. 
Yes. 
Both pieces of work are summative assignments. 
They are assessed against detailed criteria. 
ED STUDS. 
ED1002 
Comparative 
Education   
 
 
Formally only once 
± for assessment 
(summative). 
Assignment ± formal 
academic discussion 
(for). 
That they can produce a 
structural, evaluative 
and critical discussion. 
Some students have trouble 
structuring their ideas 
coherently. 
At the end of the module. 
GENERAL 
COMMENTS 
ACROSS THE 
PROGRAMME  
Summative and 
formative 
assessments. 
Presentations. 
Understanding of texts. 
Formative ideas and 
arguments. 
Understanding / 
communicating key concepts. 
Technical accuracy. 
Yes. 
The writing students do is assessed through 
formative and summative assessments. 
Seminars. 
Prescriptive tasks. 
Note-taking. 
Articulating ideas 
clearly. 
Structuring ideas ± this is 
usually a big problem. 
Confidence in their own 
writing abilities. 
Developing an appropriate 
academic style. 
 
First year core tutors were then interviewed to elicit their opinions on what writing 
development they thought was needed by first years for their module and how best it might 
be delivered.  These interviews built on contact made as part of the previous CIEL project 
µ6XSSRUWLQJWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDFDGHPLFOLWHUDF\LQILUVW\HDU(GXFDWLRQDQG(DUO\
&KLOGKRRG6WXGLHVVWXGHQWV¶ 
 
After a staff development session on writing development held for SJA and delivered by 
Jackie Pieterick a principal lecturer working in CETL as an academic mentor specialising in 
academic writing development.  These academic mentors were located in lead CETL schools 
and worked with colleagues in different schools in advising in their specialist areas.  
 
The project team then liaised, with subject-specific tutors to produce writing development 
activities that reflected the subject matter of the first year core module.  These include the use 
of microthemes, which are short written pieces on a given subject, free writing, DEJs, peer 
review activities, note-WDNLQJDQGOHDUQLQJDFWLRQJURXSV7KHUHVHDUFKHUV¶LQWKHLUUROHDV
insider researcher-practitioners, enjoyed an in-depth knowledge of the students; the 
curriculum that they were following and the written assessment tasks that the students would 
ultimately undertake.  The researchers were therefore able to tailor the development of 
ZULWLQJLQWHUYHQWLRQVWRVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJQHHGV7KLVODVWVWHSZDVSDUWLFXODUO\FKDOOHQJLQJ
considering the increasing diversity of students on the programme.  However, there may be 
conflicts of interest related to the triple role of lecturer, colleague and researcher, for 
H[DPSOHWKHLVVXHRIVWXGHQWV¶RUFROOHDJXHV¶ZLOOLQJQHVVWRJLYHKRQHVWDQVZHUV 
 
Throughout the academic year, the project team worked collaboratively with colleagues co-
teaching on the first year core modules to implement the embedded activities and gathering 
on-going feedback as to their usefulness.   
 
Evaluation and impact of the Initiative 
Staff feedback 
The interviews with core module staff revealed that whilst there were problems with some 
VWXGHQWV¶JUDPPDUVSHOOLQJSXQFWXDWLRQDQGUHIHUHQFLQJWKHUHZDVDJHQHUDOPRUH
widespread inability to synthesise course reading effectively and express a clear 
understanding of concepts and theories in their summative writing.  It was clear that writing 
development support needed to be proactively offered on the programme, but not only to 
those students obviously needing support, but to all students so that they might improve their 
performance across the range.   
 
One hoped for outcome to this embedded approach was that tutors and students might begin 
WRVHHZULWLQJDVQRWMXVWWKHILQDOµSURGXFW¶RIWKHLUSHGDJRJ\RUOHDUQLQJDVUHSUHVHQWHGE\
the production of a summative assignment that would pass assignment criteria) but more as 
an on-going process which mediated knowledge transfer.  Early informal feedback suggests 
that this may be taking place.  In terms of developing reading, all the tutors felt that focusing 
on writing created space for students to consider self-consciously how and for what reason 
WKH\ZHUHUHDGLQJ7KLVUHVXOWHGWKH\IHOWLQVWXGHQWVUHDGLQJ³SXUSRVHIXOO\´DQG³EHLQJ
DEOHWRLGHQWLI\ZHDNQHVVHV´LQWKHLURZQUHDGLQJSUDFWLFHV7KLVZDValso reflected in 
VWXGHQWV¶IHHGEDFNWKDWRIWHQPDGHFRQQHFWLRQVEHWZHHQUHDGLQJDQGWKHHPEHGGHGZULWLQJ
activities. 
 
Student feedback 
A range of evaluation and feedback tools have been used as part of the project.  In addition to 
formal evaluation instruments, focus groups and research field notes, post-its have been used 
to provide an immediate response.  As the following typical quotes show many of the 
students made perceptive comments about how completing a microtheme had helped them to 
articulate ideas through their writing: 
 
³LWKHOSHGPHORRNDWWKLQJVDQGSXWWKHPLQWRP\RZQZD\RIWKLQNLQJ´ 
 
7KHXVHRIWKH'(-VHQFRXUDJHGVRPHVWXGHQWVLQ³the development of a more academic style 
RIZULWLQJ´SURYLGLQJ³different way(s) of recording inforPDWLRQ´ 
 
There were also many instances of students talking reflectively about the process of writing 
as activities helped them to: 
 
³LGHQWLI\WKHGLIILFXOWLHVRIGHYHORSLQJUHDVRQHGDUJXPHQWV´ 
 
Tutors feedback agreed that DEJs, free writing and unassessed writing activities had created 
valuable opportunities for students to produce reflective and critical writing as part of their 
work on a module as: 
 ³7KH\KHOSHGVWXGHQWVWRSURFHVVLQIRUPDWLRQUDWKHUWKDQUHLWHUDWHZKDWWKH\KDGUHDG´  
 
Some tutors also suggested that writing development activities had encouraged students to 
make useful links between their reading and writing.  As one tutor wrote: 
 
³«E\HQFRXUDJLQJWKHPWRH[SORUHWKHUHDOIRFXVRUPHDQLQJRIZKDWWKH\UHDG«SXWWLQJ
students iQDSRVLWLRQWRDYRLGEHLQJGHVFULSWLYHRUDQHFGRWDO´ 
This project sought to explore if the use of DEJs could help establish some degree of meta-
cognition around the process of producing writing for education purposes, which would 
support students beyond their first year.  The reflective feedback with students seems to 
suggest that it had begun this process. 
With regard to reflective and critical writing skills, there were many instances of students 
talking reflectively about the process of writing as the DEJ had helped them to identify the 
GLIILFXOWLHVRIGHYHORSLQJUHDVRQHGDUJXPHQWVDQGDLGHGVWXGHQWV¶DELOLW\WRGLVFXVVDQG
compare a range of opinions on any given subject. 
 
Using DEJs across the course in different modules provided students with opportunities to 
develop analytical skills such as transferring knowledge, understanding different arguments 
and experimenting with linking different points of view and arguments in their own writing.  
Knowledge and understanding of the issues and subjects covered by the use of DEJs appeared 
to be improved.  Often student and lecturer classroom discussion and reflection about the 
activity focussed on the importance of challenging theories rather than taking them at face 
value.  Overall lecturers and students felt that DEJs reinforced what had been taught in 
lectures and this accentuated the importance of research and reading around the subject.  As 
well as engaging  students with a wide range of often difficult reading material, DEJs helped 
support students to actively use a range of reading to support their own arguments and to read 
them more critically.   
 
In terms of developing more confidence and competence in their writing generally, DEJs 
appeared to give students a greater awareness of the role writing plays in articulating and 
SUHVHQWLQJRQH¶VLGHDVZLWKLQDZULWWHQDVVLJQPHQW 
 Many students also mentioned how chunking, or breaking down materials for the DEJs had 
helped when it came to organising or structuring their ideas for summative assessments.  It 
also focussed attention on what were the most useful quotes to use in their work.  As such, 
DEJs were often taken up by students as a useful starting point or planning tool for 
summative assessments, they also frequently stated that although the DEJ had been initially 
challenging, the process of doing the activity and any subsequent feedback or discussion 
around it had been helpful. 
 
In general, lecturers found the DEJs reasonably straightforward to deliver although it was felt 
that the sooner and more often they could be used with students, the more useful and 
HIIHFWLYHWKH\EHFDPH,QSDUWLFXODUWXWRUVYDOXHGWKH'(-VDVDWRROIRUH[SDQGLQJVWXGHQWV¶
awareness of what was expected of them in terms of reading and writing as undergraduates.  
The activity raised issues for lecturers not only about what students read but how they read, 
highlighting the process-led focus of the DEJ activity. 
 
Reported disadvantages of using DEJs revealed that it was important to explain exactly how 
they worked and to think about when they were introduced to students. 
 
It was also important that enough time was allowed for the activity to be carried out.  Several 
VWXGHQWVIRXQGWKHH[SHULHQFHµUXVKHG¶DQGWKHHQYLURQPHQWµWRRQRLV\WRFRQFHQWUDWH¶ 
 
However the majority of lectureUV¶YLHZVVXJJHVWHGWKDW'(-VDUHXVHIXOEXWYHU\WLPH
consuming but in the long run, useful and effective.  
 
Clearly it is important to recognise that DEJs, like any learning activity, may not be the best 
way of working for everyone.  The need for a diverse range of learning activities echoed the 
aims of the project as a whole.  These acknowledged from the start that students have 
different learning preferences.  Whilst staff and students became accustomed to the different 
interventions, it was identified that the use of DEJs could become time consuming and 
occasionally, despite support and discussion, some students had trouble in interpreting 
quotes/information for the task.  
 
Overall the student and lecturer feedback on DEJs suggested that our students were beginning 
to understand that when writing for academic purposes they were engaged in a process of 
making meaning, in order that understanding and knowledge transfer could take place.  
 
DEJs, along with other interventions, helped lecturers introduce, though their subject specific 
PDWHULDOWKHLGHDWKDWVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJZLOORIWHQHYROYHDQGFKDQJHDVWKH\LQWHUDFW
with different sources of information and ideas.  The importance of reflection, again aided by 
the use of DEJs was crucial to this growing understanding.  Lastly, DEJs were shown, in this 
study, to have encouraged students to experiment with developing their writing before 
embarking on their all-important summative assignment writing.  
 
Policy Implications 
Stakeholders 
x Effective teaching leads to greater learning and enhanced learning experience 
 
x HE Sector  
 
x International Market 
 
Business Case 
x Effective teaching leads to greater learning and enhanced learning experience.  Further 
this leads progression, greater retention and ultimately to graduation. 
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Appendix 3 
Focus group on writing - question schedule  
 
Think about the different types of writing that you have had experience of since joining 
KLJKHUHGXFDWLRQ¶ 
 
Discuss how well do you think your previous educational experiences prepared you for 
higher education writing assignments?   
 
Do you think you received enough support in your first year around writing 
development/preparation for written assignments?    
 
What positive or negative feelings do you have about writing since coming to in higher 
HGXFDWLRQ"¶ 
 
Can you identify any key words from your assessment briefs? 
 
What do these key words mean to you?  
 
How would you describe and/or rate the feedback written and verbal that you have received 
on your written assignments since coming to higher education?   
 
Do you still feel writing support would be useful in your second year?  
 
Is so what kinds of support do you think would be useful? If not, why not? 
 
What aspects of your writing do you think have improved since your first year? Why do you 
think this is? 
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